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JOINT HEARING CHARTER 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS AND OVERSIGHT 

and the 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The Department of Energy’s Support 
for the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory (SREL), Part I 

TUESDAY, JULY 17, 2007 

io:oo A.M.-i2:oo p.m. 

2318 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 


Purpose: 

The purpose of the hearing is to examine the past and current work of the Savan- 
nah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL), its relationship to the Savannah River Site 
and the Communities bordering the Site, and the events leading to the Department 
of Energy’s decision to withdraw funding for the laboratory in fiscal year 2007. 

Background: 

SREL was established in 1951 to track the ecological changes and environmental 
consequences of establishing nuclear weapons production facilities on the Savannah 
River Site (SR or SRS). It is unique within the DOE complex because it is the only 
lab that is not “owned” by DOE. Rather, the University of Georgia founded the lab 
and has always had a relationship with DOE that has allowed them to be present 
on the site and funded by the Department (and the Atomic Energy Commission be- 
fore DOE was established). 

SREL has been a very productive scientific lab with a distinguished record of pub- 
lication and an amazing amount of unbroken data sets on the ecology of the site. 
While the site itself was a center for weapons production and contains enormous 
amounts of waste, with ongoing waste processing that will stretch out for a genera- 
tion or longer, it is also an enormous physical site — much of which includes pristine 
environmental conditions. Largely untouched by development, the Savannah River 
site hosts the most diverse and complex ecology in North America and contains all 
representative ecosystems of the southeastern U.S. 

Recognizing these unique features of the site, in 1972 the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion created the first National Environmental Research Park (NERP) located within 
the DOE complex at Savannah River. There are seven NERPs located at DOE sites 
around the country. SRS has 30 set-aside areas where no development of any kind 
is allowed to go forward. SREL has monitored the ecology in these set-asides ever 
since they were established. Another facet of the SREL work in the NERP is that 
they are a major way that the Savannah River Site carries out its “stewardship” 
responsibilities — to show to the Nation that they are caring for the site in a way 
that justifies their occupation of the land at these sites. The National Environ- 
mental Policy Act (NEPA) established environmental protection as a mission of all 
federal agencies. SREL has carried out this function through very successful public 
education programs to bring the public and students to the site and show them the 
unique qualities of the ecology there. 

SREL also collects data that is used by the site to demonstrate its compliance 
with a number of environmental laws. IF SREL does not provide these data as part 
of their base work, the site will have to hire a contractor to collect that information. 
The communities that border the site in Georgia and South Carolina and that are 
located downstream from the site also rely on the lab to be a trusted, independent 
voice that will tell them the truth about the nuclear wastes on the site, the remedi- 
ation activities on the site, and the safety of being near or downstream from it. 
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DOE Funding and Cooperative Agreement with SREL and University of 
Georgia: 

The Bush Administration’s budget requests for SREL have varied considerably, 
but with a general downward trend since FY 2002. The first budget they composed, 
for FY 2002, included a 30 percent cut in the request for the lab by Environmental 
Management (EM). Then in FY 2003 and FY 2004, the lab’s funding line was moved 
to the Office of Science accounts and did well (requests of around $8 million). In 
FY 2005 the budget request eliminated all funding for the lab. The Georgia and 
South Carolina delegations secured funds in the FY 2005 appropriation to reverse 
this decision. These delegations met with DOE and an agreement was made that 
the Administration would fund the lab at $4 million in FY 2006 with $1 million 
coming from Science and $3 million coming from DOE. It is with that deal that the 
path to closing the lab begins. What follows is largely based on the documentary 
record provided to the Subcommittees by the Department of Energy, SREL and the 
University of Georgia (UGA). 

Negotiations Begin on a New Cooperative Agreement — May 2005: 

SREL and UGA’s existing cooperative agreement was to expire in July, 2006. In 
May 2005, the Department hosted a meeting involving then-Assistant Secretary for 
Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs, Jill Sigal, other DOE staff, represent- 
atives from the University of Georgia and SREL, and representatives from the Geor- 
gia and South Carolina delegations. The Department did not want to face an ongo- 
ing string of appropriations earmarks and the delegations wanted some agreement 
that the lab would be supported. That meeting led to an agreement that in FY 2006 
the Department would provide $4 million (plus some money from the National Nu- 
clear Security Administration — NNSA) and in FY 2007 it would provide at least $1 
million from EM accounts. 

There is disagreement about whether $1 million was a cap or a floor, but there 
was ample discussion at that meeting about the perceived need for the SRS to use 
SREL to further their mission. Director Bertsch said that as long as he could pursue 
money from the programs on the site in addition to EM funding he would he able 
to keep the lab going. Jill Sigal requested that Dr. Bertsch put together a plan to 
show how he would do that, and so the day after the meeting, Dr. Bertsch forwarded 
a business plan that included the work SREL would undertake that was needed by 
the site. He was never told the plan was unacceptable. In fact, a subsequent memo- 
randum from the Principal Deputy for Environmental Management, Charlie Ander- 
son, directed the SR site manager for DOE to negotiate a new five-year cooperative 
agreement. The memo drew extensively from Dr. Bertsch’s business plan. The Direc- 
tor of the SRS, Jeff Allison, then informs Bertsch that he has been directed to nego- 
tiate a new cooperative agreement. Bertsch and Allison work on this for over a year. 

In March of 2006, even as negotiations continue, Mr. Allison tells Dr. Bertsch to 
budget for $4 million at SREL from SRS/EM in the FY 2007 budget. When they 
reach agreement on a new cooperative agreement, it provides for $4 million a year 
from 2007 through 2011 with a 2.5 percent escalator to allow for inflation. The 
agreement is sent up to DOE Headquarters for notification in August of 2006 and 
then again (due to an imperfection in the process) in September 2006. If Head- 
quarters had approved it, Allison would have been authorized to sign the agree- 
ment. However, the agreement was never approved at Headquarters. 

The Cooperative Agreement is Not Approved and Negotiations Begin Again — Sep- 
tember 2006 

Instead negotiations are re-opened with new criteria for the cooperative agree- 
ment. Deputy Secretary, Clay Sell, was briefed and he determined — supposedly with 
the approval of the Secretary — that the new agreement would provide $1 million of 
guaranteed funding in FY 2007 plus additional funding on a task-by-task basis. 

The initial reaction from SREL was that this offer would lead to the closure of 
the lab, but the SR Site Director, Jeff Allison, assured SREL their work was needed 
by the site and he would fund their tasks using funds the site Director has discre- 
tion over to award for site-based projects. DOE Headquarters was aware of the as- 
surance provided by Mr. Allison to SREL. 

SREL then enters into negotiations once again to secure a new cooperative agree- 
ment. From September 2006 through November 2006, Dr. Bertsch was working with 
SRS assistant managers to identify the projects the site would fund to meet $3 mil- 
lion in identified needs. At the same time, DOE Headquarters officials were scruti- 
nizing the language of the cooperative agreement. Headquarters was insisting on 
highlighting language that emphasized funds were subject to “need, merit and avail- 
ability of funds.” They also included a provision that any funds could be subject to 
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a “technical peer review.” Bertsch believed this would be the kind of review his pro- 
grams had been through many times in the past — where evaluators look at the 
sweep, mix and quality of science being done by the lab. However, DOE had some- 
thing else in mind that was not made clear to the lab until months after the agree- 
ment was signed on December 1, 2006. 

New Funding Criteria are Established by Headquarters and Funding is Denied — 
February 2007 

In January of this year, Dr. Bertsch and SREL believed they had a new coopera- 
tive agreement that made them financially stable. The site Director repeatedly as- 
sured SRS that they needed the SREL’s work and he had the money to fund it (his 
budget for FY 2007 had $4.1 million identified for SREL). However, in February, 
DOE Headquarters announced there would be a task-by-task peer review process for 
all of the items that SREL has proposed. The standard for this “peer review” was 
established by Headquarters — tasks must be deemed “mission critical in FY 2007.” 

As it turns out, almost nothing meets this standard at Environmental Manage- 
ment. EM’s primary mission is clean-up. Establishing a metric for a project that re- 
quires progress on clean up within six months — because by April or May of 2007, 
the fiscal year is half-over — ensures that no projects done by a research lab will 
meet the criteria. On May 7, SREL is informed that only $800,000 of its proposed 
$3 million in work would be funded. This process was led by Headquarters in the 
sense that HQ invented the review process and established the standard. The site 
was left to carry out the directions of Headquarters. 

The Department asserts they were living up to the terms of the cooperative agree- 
ment of providing $1 million plus projects deemed to be “needed.” The Department 
also embarks on a campaign of lies and distortions that can be tracked in the letters 
sent to Mr. Barrow and to the Subcommittee Chairmen. DOE portrays the lab man- 
agement as having been lazy for not seeking out more non-DOE funding and the 
University as neglectful of management at the lab. There are rumblings that EM 
may ask for an IG audit of the books at SREL. As to whether the lab closes or not, 
the Department says that is entirely up to the University and the Department has 
nothing to do with that — as if their funding decision and prior promises were irrele- 
vant to the situation at the lab. 

Subcommittees of the Committee on Science Begin Their Investigation — May 2007 
The Subcommittees sent a letter to DOE within 10 days of Dr. Bertsch receiving 
notice that funding was not to be continued. The University of Georgia announced 
it was extending lab personnel’s salaries through the end of June — even though 
DOE money would run out at the end of May. The University decided not to for- 
mally close the lab, but 40 people had their last day at the lab on June 29 — some 
who had been there over 20 years. Approximately 30^0 more are being moved back 
to the University campus in Athens, GA in one capacity or another. The remaining 
30-40 will stay on site to carry out work funded through grants already in place 
from other agencies. The future of the lab and the long-term data sets it maintains 
is unclear unless DOE restores funding for its work. Without that core funding, the 
lab cannot continue to operate. Dr. Bertsch was asked to resign by the University 
at the request of the Secretary of Energy, Mr. Bodman. Bertsch’s ten-year run as 
Director ended because it appears the Department resented efforts by SREL to ex- 
plain to the Congress and the public that they were on the edge of being closed. 

Witnesses: 

Panel I 

Representative John Barrow (GA) represents the Georgia communities that bor- 
der the Savannah River Site. 

Panel II 

Dr. Paul Bertsch is the former Director of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 
Dr. Bertsch is a fact witness to every major action regarding this lab from May 2005 
until his forced departure in June 2007. 

Panel III 

Dr. Jerry Schnoor, University of Iowa, is an expert in sub-surface science and en- 
gineering. He is Editor of the Journal of Environmental Science and Technology and 
a member of the National Academy of Engineering. Dr. Schnoor will testify to the 
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quality of the work done at SREL on remediation and sub-surface fate and transport 
of pollutants. 

Dr. Ward Whicker, Colorado State University, is a radio-biologist and the winner 
of the Department of Energy’s prestigious Lawrence Prize. He has done research on 
the Savannah River site and is very familiar with the importance of SREL’s re- 
search to the wider scientific community and to State regulators. Dr. Whicker will 
also discuss the importance of the surface science work involving animal populations 
on the site done by the lab. 
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Chairman Miller. Good morning. This hearing will come to 
order. This is a hearing of both the Subcommittee on Investigations 
and Oversight and the Subcommittee on Energy and Environment 
of the Science and Technology Committee. We will have another 
hearing that is a joint hearing of the two Subcommittees on Thurs- 
day of this week. 

Today’s hearing is entitled The Department of Energy’s Support 
for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, Part I. An enormous 
amount of effort has gone into undermining support for a very 
small but very important independent laboratory. The Savannah 
River Ecology Lab, housed at the Savannah River Nuclear Site 
since 1931, and run by the University of Georgia, has an impres- 
sive record of scientific contributions to environmental sciences. 

Headquarters staff the Department of Energy, right up to the 
former head of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs, the 
current Deputy Secretary, and the Secretary himself, have all 
played a role in trying to eliminate funding from the Department 
of Energy for the lab. 

The overall budget of the Department of Energy is $26 billion. 
The total funding for the laboratory has been about $4 million. I 
certainly don’t want to say that $4 million is too little an amount 
for the Executive Branch to sweat. We certainly want them to be 
concerned about amounts of that size, but to give you a benchmark 
or a point of comparison, a few weeks ago we heard that the Ad- 
ministrator of NASA spoke to the Inspector General’s staff and told 
them not to bother with investigations except investigations into 
fraud and only investigations in fraud that would result in savings 
of at least a billion dollars. Less of that just wasn’t worth the trou- 
ble. 

So it is curious that the Department of Energy, with a $26 billion 
a year budget, has spent so much attention on an independent lab 
that receives about $4 million a year in funding. And why, the 
question becomes, why? 

The question could also be asked by this committee. Why are we 
holding this hearing, and it is Part 1. There will be further hear- 
ings on this laboratory, and the reason for our interest is that we 
care that, although the lab is small, the amount being expended is 
small relative to the federal budget, the scientific importance of the 
lab has been enormous. It has certainly been enormous in the work 
that they do in radiation measurements and detecting the effect of 
radiation at a time when we are worried about a dirty bomb as the 
most likely form of a terrorist attack. It is certainly important 
when we are looking at almost certainly relying more on nuclear 
energy in the near future than we have. The importance of a lab 
that does ecological research into the effect of radiation is very im- 
portant. 

Scientific research has been the core mission of the lab for most 
of its 51 years. It is hard to put a price tag on the value of the lab’s 
research. The lab has contributed to the mission of the Department 
of Energy on the site in very direct ways. The documents that we 
will enter into the record today and the story of the former Direc- 
tor, Dr. Paul Bertsch, will tell, the story they will tell will make 
it abundantly clear that the Department managers at the site 
value the lab for all of its contributions. And the lab does play an 
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essential role in the Savannah River Site’s need to meet environ- 
mental regulatory compliance requirements. Compliance require- 
ments of the actual Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act, the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation 
Liability Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and the 
lab has also helped the Savannah River Site, a national environ- 
mental research park, through public education and tour efforts. 

The lab conducts environmental outreach programs that, for the 
Department of Energy, give the site more credibility in the eyes of 
folks in the community around the site because it is independent, 
and they think they can trust what the lab has to say. In all those 
ways and more, the lab is essential to the functioning of the Savan- 
nah River Site, and certainly appears to be worth every bit of the 
$4 million dollars the Department of Energy has spent on it in the 
recent past. 

But the folks at the Department of Energy’s headquarters believe 
differently. They thought that the best face to put on the conduct 
for the Department of Energy over the last several months has 
been that they directed the local site manager, Jeff Allison, and his 
staff to negotiate with the lab in bad faith to change the rules, to 
change the purposes, to change the objectives frequently and to 
leave the lab dangling without funding to continue. 

They never told the lab exactly what was happening, but they 
stepped in. The headquarters, DOE headquarters, stepped in to 
guarantee the lab would not receive the resources necessary to 
keep it operating. Headquarters’ actions left the University of Geor- 
gia halfway through a fiscal year to figure out whether to close the 
lab or let it limp along to fill out remaining federal grants from 
other agencies. And the Department washed its hands of the out- 
come and misrepresented everything they have done to anyone who 
has asked — the public, the press, and Congress. 

These conclusions are not based on hearsay. They are not based 
on speculation. They are based upon a review of the documents of 
the Department’s own materials, and many of those materials are 
being made public today, and public scrutiny for the Department 
of Energy’s conduct with respect to the Savannah River Lab is long 
overdue. 

Just as an example, the tasks that the Department of Energy 
asked the lab to submit in Eebruary went through what was called 
a technical peer review. Among other places in a letter to Rep- 
resentative Barrow and a statement from a Department of Energy 
spokesman that was prominently placed in local news, supposedly 
went through scientific peer reviews. But no peer review of any 
kind ever occurred. The Department of Energy staff now concedes 
that. A different kind of review was done at the behest of the head- 
quarters, one that seems unprecedented and invented solely for the 
occasion and solely to produce the outcome of closing the lab. The 
headquarters instructed the site to evaluate each task on whether 
it met a mission-critical need in 2007, this year. No one at the lab 
knew what that meant, and most of the research that they have 
done over their 51 years has been long-term research, not research 
designed to bring an immediate result. 

And it appears the Department of Energy meant by that only re- 
search done to do immediate cleanup, and no other research per- 
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formed at the lab was worth funding. The process appears to be de- 
signed to reach a result and, the result was to close the lab. No 
science lab in the country does research that pays dividends in the 
next six months. That is just not what science is about. A handful 
of people at headquarters really eviscerated the lab, a lab that is 
internationally renowned for work that has saved the taxpayers 
millions, maybe billions of dollars, and the question is, why? Why 
have they worked so hard to close a lab that has received $4 mil- 
lion a year? Is it really about the $4 million? 

We will hear from the Department at our next hearing. Mr. Clay 
Sell has agreed to appear. He agreed to appear today, but his 
schedule and personal circumstances have made that impossible, so 
we will hear from him at a later date. I know there are some folks 
from the Department of Energy here today observing the hearing. 
We welcome you, and we hope that we do receive all the documents 
that we have requested in time to review them thoroughly before 
Mr. Sell does testify. 

And we look forward to hearing the Department to explain their 
side of events. 

I would now like to recognize Mr. Nick Lampson, distinguished 
Chairman of the Energy and Environment Subcommittee. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Miller follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Chairman Brad Miller 

An enormous amount of effort has gone into undercutting the support for a very 
small, but very important lab. The Savannah River Ecology Lab, housed on the Sa- 
vannah River nuclear site since 1951 and run by the University of Georgia, has an 
unparalleled record of scientific contributions to the environmental sciences. 

Headquarters staff at the Department of Energy, right up to the former head of 
Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs, the current Deputy Secretary and the 
Secretary himself, have all played a role in trying to eliminate funding from the De- 
partment for the lab. Why would any of these figures spend even one minute wor- 
r3dng about a $4 million a year lab when they have to manage a $26 billion a year 
enterprise? 

The question could just as easily be put to the Committee: why do we care about 
the loss of such a small lab? 

The answer is easy: We care because while the dollar impact of the lab is small, 
the scientific importance of the lab has been enormous. Scientific research, and that 
was the core mission of the lab for most of its fifty-one years, is not about a return 
on an investment today but about giving us understanding that will guide our ac- 
tions tomorrow. It is hard to put a price tag on such knowledge. 

The lab certainly contributed to the mission of the Department of Energy and the 
site in very direct ways. The documents we will enter into the record today, and 
the story that the former Director, Dr. Paul Bertsch, will tell makes it abundantly 
clear that the Departmental managers at the site valued the lab for all its contribu- 
tions. 

The lab plays an essential role in the Savannah River site’s need to meet environ- 
mental regulatory compliance requirements under the National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act, the Endangered Species Act, the Comprehensive Environmental Response 
Compensation and Liability Act, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 
The lab also has helped manage the SRS National Environmental Research Park 
through public education and tour efforts. The lab conducts environmental outreach 
programs for DOE that give the site more credibility in the eyes of the local commu- 
nities because the lab is seen as being independent of the Department. In all these 
ways and more, the lab was essential to the functioning of the site — or at least it 
was so viewed by site management. And, all of that for $4 million dollars a year. 

These conclusions are not based on hearsay or speculation, but a careful review 
of the Department’s own materials. Many of those materials are being made public 
today and public scrutiny is long overdue. 

Just as an example, the tasks that DOE asked the lab to submit in February went 
through a “technical peer review.” In other places, including a letter to Representa- 
tive Barrow and a statement from a DOE spokesperson that was prominently placed 
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in the local press, the tasks supposedly went through scientific peer reviews. No 
peer review of any kind ever occurred — DOE staff admitted that to Subcommittee 
staff in a meeting some weeks ago. 

A different kind of review was done at the behest of headquarters — one that 
seems unprecedented and invented solely for the situation. Headquarters instructed 
the site to evaluate each task to see if it met a “mission critical” need in 2007. No 
one at the site knew what that meant. In the environmental management offices 
that invented the standard, “mission critical” meant one thing — does it clean up 
waste right now, today, or not? If work doesn’t do that, then the work is not worth 
funding. 

It is a process designed to give one outcome and one outcome only. No science lab 
in the country does research that pays dividends in the next six months. That is 
just not what science is about. A handful of people at headquarters gutted a lab that 
is internationally renowned for work that has saved the taxpayer millions, maybe 
billions of dollars. 

One question eludes us: Why? 

It is hard to believe that the effort to close the lab is really about $4 million. 

We look forward to Departmental witnesses joining us at a later date. Mr. Clay 
Sell had agreed to appear today, but personal circumstances have pulled him away. 
We are working to find another date before the recess where we can have the De- 
partment in to explain their conduct and their letters to the Subcommittees and the 
Congress. 

Now, I would like to recognize Mr. Lampson, the distinguished Chairman of the 
Energy and Environment Subcommittee. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Chairman Mil- 
ler. I think it is excellent that our Committee on Energy and Envi- 
ronment joins the Subcommittee on Investigations and Oversight 
for this very important hearing. I certainly concur with all of the 
things that you have said here today and certainly we are here to 
attempt to solve a mystery, a mystery involving the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory, SREL, a laboratory associated with the 
University of Georgia and located on the Department of Energy’s 
Savannah River Site. 

What is SREL? It is a laboratory whose work has saved the tax- 
payers millions of dollars in remediation costs. A laboratory that 
has the confidence of the local communities in South Carolina and 
Georgia adjacent to the Savannah River Site, and the enthusiastic 
support of the Citizens Advisory Council associated with the site. 
A laboratory that has been in existence since the 1950’s when the 
Savannah River Site was established. It was founded by one of the 
Nation’s foremost and imminent ecologists. Dr. Eugene Odum, and 
it is maintained invaluable continuous long-term data sets on im- 
portant animals and plants. 

This laboratory in conjunction with the University of Georgia has 
trained hundreds of environmental scientists and has run popular 
and successful public education and outreach programs on the Sa- 
vannah River Site. SREL has also assisted the site in its efforts to 
comply with federal and State environmental laws. It also manages 
one of the seven National Environmental Research Parks in a net- 
work of ecologically important sites that exist on DOE property 
across the country. The Savannah River Ecology Laboratory has 
provided these services to the taxpayers of this country at a cost 
of less than $10 million a year. 

Well, this is a record of achievement that any organization would 
be proud of and certainly one that deserves recognition. And what 
is their reward for those 50 years plus of service? Well, they have 
certainly been recognized by the DOE headquarters. They have 
been, unfortunately, rewarded with a loss of funding in the middle 
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of the fiscal year leading to layoffs and essentially the closure of 
the laboratory, a move that places the ongoing research and the 
continuity of long-term data sets in grave jeopardy. Bad faith bar- 
gaining in the renewal of a cooperative agreement with their fed- 
eral partner, the Department of Energy, and the dismissal of the 
laboratory’s director, apparently by personal request of the Sec- 
retary of Energy to the President of the University of Georgia. 

I simply do not know what to make of it. I feel as if I am in the 
middle of Wonderland with Alice. 

The callous treatment of the employees of SREL is disgraceful. 
Beyond the hardship inflicted on them by the sudden and unex- 
pected job loss, this decision is absurd. It is not in the interest of 
the people of South Carolina and Georgia, the Savannah River Site, 
the Department of Energy, or the rest of this nation. 

And we have witnesses with us today who will be able to begin 
to tell us about this laboratory, its history, and its work. Dr. Paul 
Bertsch, the former Director of the lab, will be able to tell us about 
the events of the past few years that have brought us here today. 

We will hear from the Department of Energy at another hearing, 
but I am not confident that we will ever fully understand why the 
headquarters of the Department of Energy has spent a great deal 
of time and effort to close a world-class laboratory with an excel- 
lent record of service to the Department, to the Nation, and to the 
local community. I believe the ultimate reasons for this absurd and 
ill-advised decision may be and continue to be a mystery that will 
not be able to solve. Hopefully, though, we will reverse this deci- 
sion and restore this laboratory so that it may continue its good 
work. 

And I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Lampson follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Chairman Nick Lampson 

We are here today to try to solve a mystery involving the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory (SREL) — a laboratory associated with the University of Georgia and lo- 
cated on the Department of Energy’s Savannah River Site. 

What is SREL? Well it is a laboratory whose work has saved the taxpayers mil- 
lions of dollars in remediation cost. A laboratory that has the confidence of the local 
communities in South Carolina and Georgia adjacent to the Savannah River Site 
and the enthusiastic support of the Citizens Advisory Council associated with the 
site. A laboratory that has been in existence since the 1960’s when the Savannah 
River Site was established. It was founded by one of our nation’s most eminent 
ecologists — Dr. Eugene Odum — and it has maintained invaluable continuous long- 
term data sets on important animals and plants. This laboratory in conjunction with 
the University of Georgia has trained hundreds of environmental scientists and has 
run popular and successful public education and outreach programs on the Savan- 
nah River Site. SREL has also assisted the Site in its efforts to comply with federal 
and State environmental laws. It also manages one of the seven National Environ- 
mental Research Parks in a network of ecologically important sites that exist on 
DOE property across the country. The Savannah River EcoIoot Laboratory has pro- 
vided these services to the taxpayer at a cost of less than $10 million dollars per 
year. 

Well, this is a record of achievement that any organization would be proud of, and 
certainly one that deserves recognition. And what is their reward for these 50 years 
of service? Well they have certainly been recognized by DOE Headquarters. They 
have been rewarded with a loss of funding in the middle of the fiscal year leading 
to layoffs and essentially the closure of the laboratory — a move that places the ongo- 
ing research and the continuity of long-term data sets in grave jeopardy; bad faith 
bargaining in the renewal of a cooperative agreement with their federal partner — 
the Department of Energy; and the dismissal of the laboratory’s Director — appar- 



12 


ently by personal request of the Secretary of Energy to the President of the Univer- 
sity of Georgia. 

I simply do not know what to make of this. I feel as if I am in the middle of Won- 
derland with Alice. 

The callous treatment of the employees of SREL is disgraceful. Beyond the hard- 
ship inflicted on them by the sudden, unexpected job loss — this decision is absurd. 
It is not in the interest of the people of South Carolina and Georgia, the Savannah 
River Site, the Department of Energy, or the rest of the Nation. 

We have witnesses with us today who will be able to tell us about this laboratory, 
its history and it work. Dr. Paul Bertsch, the former Director of the laboratory, will 
be able to tell us about the events of the past few years that have brought us here 
today. 

We will hear from the Department of Energy at another hearing, but I am not 
confident that we will ever fully understand why the Headquarters of the Depart- 
ment of Energy has spent a great deal of time and effort to close a world-class lab- 
oratory with an excellent record of service to the Department, to the Nation, and 
to the local community. I believe the ultimate reasons for this absurd and ill-advised 
decision may be a mystery we will not be able to solve. Hopefully, we will reverse 
this decision and restore tbis laboratory so that it may continue its good work. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Lampson. The Chair now rec- 
ognizes Mr. Sensenhrenner for an opening statement. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I 
had a prepared opening statement that I was prepared to read into 
the record, but after hearing both the distinguished Chair from 
North Carolina and the other distinguished Chair from Texas, let 
me state that I am really disturbed that what appears to be a piece 
of bad faith on one side is being reciprocated with another piece of 
bad faith right here on the other side of the aisle. 

The Deputy Secretary of the Department of Energy had to leave 
town for a funeral. We can’t help those kinds of things. Sometimes 
we have to leave town for funerals as well, whether it is a family 
member or a very close, personal friend, or a mentor or something 
like that. And there was a request that was made at the Majority 
staff to postpone this hearing until Mr. Sell could come on back to 
be able to testify on behalf of the Department of Energy on why 
the decisions were made. The Majority rejected that request, and 
I think that that in and of itself was unfair. 

Now, after hearing both Mr. Miller and Mr. Lampson’s opening 
statement I think the purpose of the hearing is now clear. It is not 
to investigation the contributions of SREL, something that all of 
the witnesses that are here can testify to, and I think which is not 
at the heart of the controversy. The purpose of this hearing is to 
attack the Department of Energy, and specifically Deputy Sec- 
retary Clay Sell, which isn’t able to be here to be able to defend 
itself 

Now, I have heard from the other side of the aisle that we are 
going to go to the expense of having a second hearing where Mr. 
Sell will come on in and testify some time later on. That is not 
really necessary, and I think the purpose of having an investigation 
is to be able to hear both sides of the argument. 

Now, the argument I don’t think is the contributions that SREL 
has made over the years. That really is not the issue. The issue is 
a disconnect between the Department of Energy people who were 
on site at SREL and the headquarters office of the Department of 
Energy that apparently made the decision to discontinue the fund- 
ing. 
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And the attack that I have heard from both of the distinguished 
Chairmen can’t fairly take place when DOE can’t be here to defend 
itself The witness did have to leave Washington to go to a funeral, 
and it simply is not fair for this hearing to proceed without DOE 
being able to be present. You know, I come to these hearings like 
this with an open mind, but when there is a procedural overreach, 
and there clearly is a procedural overreach in the case of this in- 
stance because of Mr. Sell’s necessity to go to a funeral, I would 
ask the two distinguished Chairs to postpone this hearing so that 
we can hear about all these issues at one hearing. And if you don’t 
do so, I think that shows that you folks are hell bent to hang DOE 
in a time when DOE cannot be there to defend itself. 

And I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Lampson. May I interrupt one second? 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. I yield to the Chairman. 

Chairman Lampson. And ask that 

Chairman Miller. Well, and Mr. Sensenbrenner, I certainly 
agree that funerals of family members or close family friends or 
close friends is something we should respect, but what you just 
said I am advised by our staff is not correct. The Department of 
Energy did not request that the hearing itself be postponed, only 
that Mr. Sell be excused from appearing today. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Well, I am requesting, reclaiming my time. 
I am requesting that the hearing be postponed because I think that 
to use kind of a tried phrase that we hear on one television net- 
work, we ought to be fair and balanced. And we can’t be fair and 
balanced because Mr. Sell is attending a funeral. If you want to be 
unfair and unbalanced, go ahead. I think we ought to be fair and 
balanced, and when I held investigative hearings, I always had 
people on both sides testify, and if they couldn’t come, we resched- 
uled the hearing so that everybody could see exactly what the 
issues were, starting with the Committee Members. 

Chairman Miller. Well, Mr. Sensenbrenner, you were not part 
of the telephone conversations that I was part of with the Depart- 
ment of Energy, and if you were under the impression that they 
were eager to have Mr. Sell come and appear before this com- 
mittee, my experience is no, that that is not the case. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Well, reclaiming my time, of course, when 
we are investigating them they are not eager to have somebody ap- 
pear before the Committee. My point is we ought to listen to both 
sides, and by going ahead with this hearing, you are not going to 
listen to both sides. 

Chairman Miller. My immediate concern is the convenience of 
several witnesses who have come to Washington today. Mr. 
Lampson, you wish to be recognized as well. 

Chairman Lampson. Well, and that is the point. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Well, it is my time, and I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Sensenbrenner. I, too, was 
concerned about the folks that had already been scheduled. I just 
wanted to ask of whom we had heard or to whom the statements 
from the Department of Energy were directed so that we could 
know about the request for postponement. And it is going to be 
only a postponement. We will have Mr. Sell here on August the 1st. 
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Mr. Sensenbrenner. Reclaiming my time, this all goes to show 
that because the Majority wants to attack the Department of En- 
ergy, I guess we are going to have two hearings to attack the De- 
partment of Energy when we could very easily have done it with 
one and have both sides speak and have both sides on the witness 
stand at the same time and Members of the Committee can ask 
questions to actually get to the bottom of this. From everything I 
know the problem is DOE headquarters. It is not the DOE per- 
sonnel that is down at SREL, and the only way we are able to get 
DOE headquarters to be able to testify knowledgeably is to have 
Mr. Sell here. 

I have made my point. It is now up to the Majority to decide 
whether we are going to have a fair and balanced hearing or not, 
and I see my time is up. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Sensenbrenner. Mr. Inglis. 

Mr. Inglis. Mr. Chairman, I do recognize the significance of Mr. 
Sensenbrenner’s questions. I think they are well placed before this 
committee, before the Chairs to — the hearing goes forward. It is, I 
think, important to get to the bottom of these things. I wish that 
we were having a balanced hearing here, and it is important to 
find out what is going on. For more than 50 years the Savannah 
River Ecology Lab at the University of Georgia has been a helpful 
resource as I understand it to the Savannah River Site. Savannah 
River Ecology Lab’s research projects and educational outreach ac- 
tivities help Savannah River Site understand the ecological impacts 
of the site’s operations. 

Today we will hear from several witnesses, not as many as we 
would like to hear from, who will attest to the usefulness of the 
lab’s projects, both to SRS and to the surrounding community. And 
they will assert the need to continue funding these programs. 

I look forward to hearing their testimony. I also look forward to 
hearing what the Department of Energy has to say, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Inglis follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative Bob Inglis 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this joint hearing. 

For more than 50 years, the Savannah River Ecology Lab (SREL) at the Univer- 
sity of Georgia has been a helpful resource to the Savannah River Site (SRS). 
SREL’s research projects and educational outreach activities help SRS understand 
the ecological impacts of the site’s operations. 

Today, we’ll hear from several witnesses who will attest to the usefulness of 
SREL’s research projects to both SRS and the surrounding community, and the need 
to continue funding these programs. I look forward to hearing their testimony. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Miller. Well, again, Mr. Sensenbrenner said it is for 
the Majority to decide. I would like to take a quick recess for Mr. 
Sensenbrenner to discuss this matter on the Minority side and with 
the Minority staff, because, again, my understanding of what has 
happened is different from what Mr. Sensenbrenner just said. I am 
not accusing Mr. Sensenbrenner of misrepresenting the facts. I 
think perhaps our understanding is different. 

And I would like to take a brief recess, and I also would like to 
inquire quickly, and we are looking at a really long hearing if we 
try to do everything in one day. The hearing in less than two weeks 
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is three panels of the Department of Energy, and this is today 
three panels if we count Representative Barrow. 

We, I have a long line of questioning prepared to go to Mr. Bar- 
row’s credibility as a witness, but my staff has advised me that is 
probably not appropriate. But for the other Members who are, the 
other witnesses who are here, I know it was not convenient to come 
to Washington. It would not be convenient to come back a second 
time, but what is your availability on August 1? Because I would 
rather have this hearing be about the decision and the conduct of 
the Department of Energy, not about procedural fairness. 

What is your availability? How inconvenienced will you be? I 
know you are all sitting on the front row. Could you, those who are 
set to testify in later panels today. 

Mr. Bertsch, what is your availability on August 1? I am sorry. 
What? 

Okay. Dr. Whicker. Dr. Schnoor. I yield to Mr. Hall. 

Mr. Hall. Chairman, I appreciate your efforts to approach fair- 
ness here, and there would be opening statements that I would ask 
permission to give in a little bit and name other people that prob- 
ably ought to be here that were really a part of the line there 

Chairman Miller. Again, Mr. Hall, there will be a hearing with 
three panels on August 1. Three panels all from the Department 
of Energy on August 1. 

Mr. Hall. Well, I think there are at least maybe three other peo- 
ple from the Department of Energy that were either — or those that, 
under his direction that have some information that the Chair 
would value, and Members of this panel in arriving at your deci- 
sion. 

Chairman Miller. The reason, again, Mr. Sell was scheduled to 
testify today. It is his schedule, and I am 

Mr. Hall. Yeah, and I recognize that. 

Chairman Miller. — sympathetic to his need to attend the fu- 
neral of someone close to him, but Mr. Sell was more than politely 
invited. 

Mr. Hall. I don’t question that, and these gentlemen have indi- 
cated that they could come back. 

Chairman Miller. Well, actually, the two witnesses who will tes- 
tify to the value of the research at the lab, I mean, I assume the 
Department of Energy, if they wish to tell their side of the story, 
it has to, with the negotiations with the lab about funding. And for 
that Dr. Bertsch has said that he believed he could come back. But 
it would, but the two scientists who are familiar with the work of 
the lab have traveled some distance to be here, and we have heard 
one of them say that he would have to interrupt a family vacation 
to come back on August 1. 

Mr. Hall. I don’t like to do that. 

Chairman Miller. Well, I wouldn’t like to do that either. Mr. 
Sensenbrenner, if Mr. Bertsch comes back and that the testimony 
be, and I am not terribly concerned about Mr. Barrow’s schedule. 
I believe he is probably going to be in Washington regardless, but 
the two scientific witnesses could testify today, and we could hold 
Mr. Bertsch to testify on August 1. It would be a long day of hear- 
ings. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. If the Chairman would yield 
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Chairman Miller. I do yield. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner.I don’t think the issue is the scientific value 
of what has been done at SREL. I can stipulate to the fact that the 
scientific value is there. The issue is why the DOE headquarters 
had a different view of the DOE personnel that were on site, and 
that is what we ought to be investigating. Now, you know, I would 
ask unanimous consent that the witness’s prepared statements at 
today’s hearings be included in the record, and if, you know, we 
want to get to the bottom of this, I think we ought to be looking 
into what went on at DOE headquarters on this. 

You know, I guess, you know, my point is, is that when Dr. Sell, 
you know, could not appear because of the necessity of him attend- 
ing the funeral, there should have been sensitivity on the part of 
the Majority staff to reach a decision on whether to go ahead with 
this hearing before the witnesses ended up leaving wherever they 
were to come to Washington, D.C. You know, I certainly don’t want 
to inconvenience them, b^ut I do want to make sure, you know, that 
we have a fair and balanced hearing. 

I thank the Chair for yielding. 

Chairman Miller. All right. If Dr. Bertsch can come back on Au- 
gust 1, I believe that the contested, the factual issues, contested, 
disputed factual issues all have to do with Dr. Bertsch’s testimony. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. That is true. 

Chairman Miller. Not with the testimony of Dr. Schnoor and 
Dr. Whicker, who will testify to the value of the scientific research 
done at this laboratory. 

Chairman Lampson. Mr. Chairman, may I be recognized 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Lampson. 

Chairman Lampson. — for a request? Can we take a five-minute 
recess and discuss this? 

Chairman Miller. We can take a five-minute recess. The Sub- 
committees will be in recess for five minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Miller. We are back in order. The first I had heard 
from anyone from the Minority, from the Minority Members, from 
Minority staff, from the Department of Energy, that there was any 
complaint at all about this hearing going forward was Mr. Sensen- 
brenner’s opening statement. I am not hard to find. I have found 
Mr. Sensenbrenner on the Eloor to discuss matters before this com- 
mittee. I have tried to consult with him. I think that is the way 
to proceed in a collegial fashion, as cooperatively as we can. His 
locker is across from mine in the House gym. We see each other. 
We talk. The first I have heard of any objection at all to today’s 
hearing was in the opening statement. 

Now, Dr. Bertsch has said that he can come back. Dr. Bertsch, 
your testimony is very important. We need you back. I believe that 
the only factually-contested issues pertain to your testimony. Dr. 
Bertsch, and we will take that up on August 1. 

The Department of Energy, it was my personal experience, not 
just what I heard through staff but my personal experience is the 
Department of Energy has been less than cheerful in dealing with 
this issue. We need your documents, we need all that we have re- 
quested. We don’t need them in dribbles and drafts. We need the 
rest of what we have requested, and we need them well before Au- 
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gust 1 so our staff has a chance to review them thoroughly so that 
everyone, the Minority, is prepared to ask questions of Dr. Bertsch, 
we are prepared to ask questions of the Department of Energy, ev- 
eryone is prepared for the next hearing. 

But Dr. Bertsch’s panel today will be postponed until August 1, 
which will be a long day. I also encourage the Minority Members 
to talk to the Minority staff, because my understanding, again, of 
what has happened with respect to this hearing is very different 
from what has been represented here. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Will the gentleman yield? 

Chairman Miller. I will yield in a moment. And it is the first 
that I have heard the Department of Energy objected in any way 
with going forward with this hearing as scheduled today. We will 
go forward on August 1. There will be four panels, three that we 
have already scheduled, the representatives of the Department of 
Energy and Dr. Bertsch. And we will hear the factual discussion 
of what happened, how the decision was made. 

Today we will hear from Representative Barrow, and we will 
hear from the two scientific witnesses who can testify to the value 
of this lab’s work. 

Now, I now yield to Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Well, let me say that it is not my intent 
to further inconvenience the two scientific witnesses, except to reit- 
erate the point that the scientific value is not the issue that is in 
contention, that we are investigating. 

What I will say is that I was not aware of Mr. Sell’s personal 
problem where he had to leave town for a funeral until late last 
night or the first thing this morning. I was not in the gym this 
morning working out. I didn’t see the Chairman there. But, you 
know, let me say in order to make sure that we do have a complete 
record, it is my hope that on the August 1 hearing that in addition 
to Mr. Sell that the Chair call Charlie Anderson, who is the prin- 
ciple Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Office of Environmental 
Management, and Jill Sigal, who is the former Assistant Secretary 
of Energy for Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs. She 
has left the DOE in April of 2006, but she was around and dealing 
with this at the relevant time when the decision was made. 

I would hope that if we are accommodating to the Majority and 
going ahead with the hearing today, that they would be accommo- 
dating to us in having all three of these individuals as Minority 
witnesses. Eailing that, the Minority will have no opportunity ex- 
cept to invoke that part of the rule that allows for a Minority day 
of hearings. Then we end up having three hearings on this, where- 
as if the Majority were sensitive, we could have rolled this all into 
one. 

And I yield back. 

Chairman Miller. And Mr. Sensenbrenner, all those witnesses 
are scheduled is my understanding, are scheduled on August 1. So 
we should hear from everyone. If the Minority has other witnesses 
to suggest, we certainly are willing or we certainly will try to ac- 
commodate the Minority and to have a procedurally fair hearing, 
that our inquiry into this will be procedurally fair. That does not 
mean the Department of Energy will like the outcome, but we will, 
it will be procedurally fair. 
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And, again, I am not that hard to find. My office has a telephone 
number, all the Members have a directory of all of our offices’ tele- 
phone numbers. I have a Blackberry. I actually read my messages, 
somewhat compulsively like most people who have Blackberries. I 
am easy to find on the Floor. It is not hard to find me, and I be- 
lieve that our staff talks constantly. The Minority and the Majority 
staffs talk constantly. 

Mr. Lampson. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to 
express my chagrin at this. There hasn’t been very much fairness 
up to this point on DOE, and there has been, there have been 
many things said and many actions made that many people are 
finding absolutely abhorrent. SREL has been treated unfairly. I 
think they should be able to tell their story to as best as possible 
get us prepared for those future hearings. 

It disappoints me to hear the kind of things that we are hearing 
here this morning. To me there has not been balance in the way 
the budget or the people at SREL have been treated. The budget 
has been cut, people have been terminated, jobs have been lost as 
of June the 29th, I believe. There is the potential for significant 
amount of data that has been continuously gathered since 1951, to 
not be able to be gathered, and the longer that we wait before, as 
I said earlier, this mystery begins to unfold, the harder it is going 
to be for it to be put back together again, and the potential for val- 
uing what is going to be potentially lost. 

So if we postpone this based on a technicality, and I think that 
we were notified on Wednesday, the 12th of July, that Mr. Sell 
would have to be out of town for a funeral, today is the 17th, so 
that was five days ago. I am not going to say that there have been 
additional shenanigans being played, but I think the question of 
fairness on the part of that agency, to a lot of lives and to a lot 
of information that means a great deal to the lives of citizens 
across the United States of America, is at least questionable. 

It disappoints me very significantly that an issue like this would 
be raised in the manner in which it has been raised. I for one am 
embarrassed with it, and I think that this committee should be. 

I will yield back my time. 

Chairman Miller. I think we have had opening statements of a 
sort from the Chairs and the Ranking Members of both of the Sub- 
committees. If any other Member has an opening statement, we 
will welcome that in writing for the record. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Costello follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative Jerry F. Costello 

Good morning. Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this hearing to examine the 
past and current work of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) and the 
events leading up to the current funding crisis. 

SREL was established to track the ecological changes and environmental con- 
sequences of establishing nuclear weapons production facilities on the Savannah 
River Site (SRS). SREL evaluates the effects of SRS operations through a program 
of ecological research, education, and outreach involving both basic and applied en- 
vironmental processes and principles. SREL has a distinguished record of publica- 
tions, with the research staff publishing more than 80 articles in peer-reviewed sci- 
entific publications annually, and an astounding amount of unbroken data sets on 
the ecology of the site. 
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I am concerned that in the past few years, the Bush Administration’s budget re- 
quests have decreased funding and, at one point, called for an elimination of funding 
all together for this important laboratory. 

Further, I am concerned the cooperative agreement reached on December 1, 2006 
between the Department of Energy (DOE) and SREL did not fully disclose the terms 
and scope of the “technical peer review” system. It was not until months later that 
the term was properly defined by the DOE. As a result of the scope and standards 
of the new technical peer review system, the DOE was able to drastically cut 
projects and informed SREL that only $800,000 of its proposed $3 million in work 
would be funded. Due to the lack of DOE projects funded, the University of Georgia 
reduced the personnel at the lab and currently employs 30^0 individuals on site 
to carry out work funded through grants already in place from other agencies. I am 
interested in hearing from Dr. Bertsch why SREL signed the cooperative agreement; 
what SREL’s understanding of “technical peer review” was; and how the DOE’s im- 
plementation has affected their ability to complete projects. 

Mr. Chairman, because of the significant impact of the DOE’s decision to with- 
draw funding for the laboratory, I look forward to hearing from our witnesses their 
thoughts regarding the events leading up to the funding crisis, the decision to with- 
draw funding, and the future of SREL. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Barrett follows:] 

Prepared Statement of the Honorable J. Gresham Barrett 
Third Congressional District of South Carolina 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Chairman Miller and Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, thank you for allowing me 
the opportunity to share my thoughts regarding the Savannah River Ecology Lab 
with you. I also appreciate the work you are doing to find a practical solution which 
will allow the lab to continue to operate. 

As you are probably aware, the Savannah River Ecology Lab (SREL) is located 
on the Department of Energy’s Savannah River Site (SRS) in South Carolina. The 
only laboratory of its kind in the Department of Energy’s (DOE) complex, the SREL 
has been operated by the University of Georgia since its 1951 founding by Dr. Eu- 
gene P. Odum. At that time, it was tasked and funded by the Atomic Energy Ad- 
ministration, DOE’s predecessor, to perform the ecological baseline studies on the 
Savannah River Site. Over the past fifty-six years, the SREL’s mission has evolved 
to include not only an independent evaluation of the ecological effects of nuclear ac- 
tivities at SRS, but also internationally recognized research, education, and public 
outreach programs. 

I am proud to represent the Third District of South Carolina in which the lab is 
located, and I have been fortunate to see firsthand the valuable work that the SREL 
does. As an independent laboratory staffed with university scientists, the SREL pro- 
vides a thoughtful and unbiased evaluation of the effects of SRS operations on the 
environment and helps to ensure the safety of the surrounding community. Today, 
as environmental cleanup becomes an important part of the overall SRS mission, 
we believe the operation of SREL remains critical and will continue to provide valu- 
able information related to the long-term stewardship issues at the site. 

Throughout the lab’s existence, SREL has also been highly-touted for its insight- 
ful research and education on subjects such as remediation and the effects of envi- 
ronmental contamination, restoring degraded habitats, and environmental steward- 
ship. It is home to award-winning scientists who have authored more than 3,060 
scientific journal articles as well as approximately 50 books since its founding, and 
students from universities across the United States have studied, co-authored peer 
reviews, and developed their dissertations based on research at SREL. Without a 
doubt, as interest in nuclear energy continues to increase worldwide, the value of 
the scientific work being done at the SREL will only grow in importance. 

In addition to the essential research being done at the lab, the SREL provides im- 
portant Environmental Outreach programs to individuals and families of the Cen- 
tral Savannah River Area (CSRA). Each year, the lab creates greater awareness of 
the diverse ecosystems of the SRS among children and adults across the region by 
offering Ecotalks, live plant and animal exhibits, and tours open to the public. Addi- 
tionally, the SREL outreach programs supply informative materials regarding basic 
ecology and biology to students and teachers throughout the CSRA and even nation- 
ally, greatly enriching students’ understanding of the sciences. 

As you can see, for over 66 years, the Savannah River Ecology lab has served the 
SRS, South Carolina, and the Nation through innovative research and outreach. Be- 
cause of its strong track record, the lab has received strong bipartisan support from 
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both the South Carolina and Georgia delegations in the House of Representatives 
and the Senate. I continue to he a proponent of the work the lab does and am sad- 
dened by the situation it finds itself in today. While there has heen much argument 
as to who is at fault, it is my hope that the Department of Energy, the University 
of Georgia, SREL, and Congress can work side-by-side to find a solution that will 
allow the lah to continue to serve our country through its threefold mission of re- 
search, education, and outreach. I look forward to any insight this committee may 
be able to provide on the matter and again thank you for allowing me to submit 
my statement. 

Chairman Miller. And now the Chair will recognize Honorable 
John Barrow, who represents the district that includes the Univer- 
sity of Georgia campus and the communities that border the Sa- 
vannah River Site, who has devoted a great deal of his time and 
energy, effort to protect the lab’s work and to insure its future. 

And I want to thank him for bringing this, his role in bringing 
this to our, to the Subcommittees, the two Subcommittees’ atten- 
tion, and we look forward to his testimony today. 

And, Mr. Barrow, I am somewhat disappointed. We usually place 
witnesses under oath and remind them of the penalties of perjury, 
but for whatever reason we are not doing that with respect to you. 

Mr. Barrow. 


Panel I: 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BARROW, A REPRESENTATIVE OF 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA, 12TH DISTRICT 

Mr. Barrow. Thank you. Chairman Miller, thank you. Chairman 
Lampson. All right. Well, that is the one I started out with, but 
someone turned this one away and turned that, flipped that other 
one on. 

Thank you all for calling this hearing. In the interest of full dis- 
closure, I don’t represent the University of Georgia campus any 
longer, but I do represent the part of this country that is probably 
most affected by the ongoing work, that is the entire watershed 
from the fall line at Augusta all the way down to the mouth of the 
Savannah River at the city of Savannah. 

I share that interest with my colleagues in South Carolina, 
Gresham Barrett, Mr. Inglis to a certain extent, and Joe Wilson 
down at the other end. 

I want to try and put in my words what it is I think we are deal- 
ing with here, what it is I think we have here, and what I hope 
we will take away from this. 

First of all, what we are dealing with here. Over half a century 
ago our country embarked at the height of the Cold War on a tech- 
nological building boom to build the weapons that we would use to 
win the Cold War. Now, we either use them by dropping them or 
use them by not dropping them. It was our fear that we might have 
to drop them, in which case we would all lose, but it was our hope 
and our expectation that if we had them, we wouldn’t have to use 
them. And we embarked on a building plan that rivals nothing that 
we have seen in this country before or since, and it took place at 
places like the Savannah River Site, took place at Hanford, took 
place at Oak Ridge, Los Alamos, all over the country this was going 
on. 
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This was a building program that involved buying up a whole 
bunch of land so we could put buffers between the people and the 
work that was being done there. We are talking about dirty work 
that had never been done before, on a scale that had never been 
imagined before, with consequences we never faced before, and that 
is what we started to do about half a century ago. 

It was all a non-peer-reviewed work done by Government con- 
tractors submitting the lowest bid. At the same time there was a 
fellow who had a vision about how to deal with, at least to monitor 
the situation by the name of Eugene Odum. He was literally the 
father of modern ecology, wrote the book, practically invented the 
word, certainly is the guy who was responsible for the words, cur- 
rency and usage, in everyday English. 

Dr. Odum had a vision. His vision was something along these 
lines. This is something that is worth watching, this is something 
that needs watching, and here is an opportunity to watch it that 
we have never had before. It is worth watching because we were 
involved in all kinds of dirty work on hundreds of square miles, as- 
cribed a watershed, and what was going on there wasn’t just going 
on. It was going on all over the country. 

Now, Congress adopted this vision way back in 1972, when we 
first adopted the National Environmental Research Parks Program. 
The Savannah River Site was the first National Environmental Re- 
search Park, and this ain’t a park like the kind of parks we are 
used to. This isn’t a park where folks can go. It is a park where 
animals wander in and wander out. It is a park where water and 
the ceaseless cycle of waters comes and goes. It is a park that was 
supposed to be open to scientists in the words of the DOE as a pro- 
tected outdoor laboratory where long-term projects can be set up to 
answer questions about what we are doing on this scale and in 
places like this. 

These are parks that are unique in the words of the DOE be- 
cause they provide opportunities for research to study the compat- 
ibility of the environment with energy technology options. That is 
fancy words to say can we survive doing what we are doing here? 
Or are we going to kill ourselves in the process? Are we going to 
poison ourselves in order to keep ourselves from being blown up? 

Again, these are parks, but they are not real parks. These are 
parks that are closed to people but supposed to be open to sci- 
entists. 

Now, the thing I want to emphasize is when the DOE talks in 
sort of fancy language about how these are places where you can, 
a protected outdoor laboratory. This is a normative statement. This 
is something we ought to have. We are actually conducting great 
big old laboratories. These are laboratories, in fact, whether we like 
it or not. We are conducting experiments on a scale that has never 
been done before. The industrial generation of nuclear waste and 
its ponding and pooling and amassing in these places is something 
that has never been done before. We are experimenting like crazy 
in these seven places around the country, and whether or not we 
recognize it and treat it as a laboratory is up to us. But whether 
or not it really is a laboratory, where we are doing things that have 
never been done before, playing God in ways that have never been 
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done before, that is a fact. And Congress recognized that back in 
1972. 

The only issue here as I see it is not whether or not scientists 
are going to be allowed to run the lab. It is still going to be run 
by bean counters accountable to politicians. The question is not 
whether scientists are going to be allowed to run the lab. The ques- 
tion is whether or not there are going to be scientists actually in 
the lab watching what is going on on a continuous basis. 

Now, these parks are, in the words of the DOE, a unique asset 
to the country. SREL is unique because it is the only institution 
in the entire country where we have actually been monitoring and 
treating it like a laboratory from the very get go. It is the only 
place in the country where we have set data to, data sets to use 
the term, where we know what has been going and watching what 
has been going continuously from the beginning. 

And so it is unique. It has a unique role to play for all the others. 

It is also unique because it sets astride an ecosystem that has 
more complexity and more diversity than any of the others. If we 
can get it right, if we can understand what is going on in the 
euphemistically referred to Southeastern Mixed Forest, swamp, 
pine, slash, you name it. If we can figure out what is going on 
there, we can figure out what is going on in shrub step, we can fig- 
ure out what is going on in Juniper, Penyan, and Grassland, we 
can figure what is going on in all the other places where environ- 
mentally speaking it is a cakewalk compared to the complexity and 
the diversity of what is going on in Savannah River. 

So what I am trying to do is set the stage and point out that this 
has enormous implications beyond just the local. This isn’t just a 
question, although it is a question, of the way we treat the employ- 
ees and the loyalty and the support we given the folks that are 
doing this work. It is not just that. That is important to me, it is 
important to Gresham Barrett. It is not just important to the im- 
mediate environmental watershed of the Savannah River. That is 
important to me, it is important to Barrett, it is important to Ing- 
lis, and it is important to Wilson and the Senators on both sides. 
It is about trying to maintain and monitor the lab, and the one 
place where we have been doing this from the very get go so that 
we don’t lose sight of that vision. 

We have got to watch what is going on so we don’t poison our- 
selves in the process of not blowing ourselves up. 

Now, what do we have here? What I think we have here is a five- 
year plan to defund the SREL by folks who basically think it ought 
to be converted into any other kind of commercial contractor, sort 
of a gigantic Serve Pro, bidding for some of the cleanup work at 
the Savannah River Site. 

Now, with all due respect to the Serve Pro folks, I acknowledge 
what they do, but this is not that kind of mission. This is not that 
kind of asset. It is not that kind of legacy. 

What we also have here is a failure to communicate, and you are 
all going to get to that, and I encourage you all to get to the bottom 
of it. What I hope we will take away from this, let us talk about 
what I want to take away from this series of hearings. This is not 
about the jobs in the area, although that is important. It is not 
about the immediate environmental impact, although that is im- 
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portant. And it is certainly not about Dr. Odum’s legacy. That gen- 
tleman’s — I knew the man. He was the greatest man I have ever 
met, the most brilliant and unassuming person you will ever know. 
He is an amazing fellow, but his legacy is established far beyond 
our poor power to add or detract. 

It is about, though, the work of his hands, which is still running 
there and which serves as the only institution that has been doing 
this work from the very beginning and do it in the one place where 
if you can do it no place else, it has got to be done there for the 
benefit of all these National Environmental Research Parks around 
the country. 

It is about, try to take our cue from Dr. Odum. Dr. Odum did 
anything in his life. He helped us understand the connections be- 
tween things and the importance of things that we took for granted 
and the importance of the little things, the little things that we 
didn’t really think much about until they were gone. If we can take 
anything away from this, if we would apply Dr. Odum’s vision to- 
ward this problem, then the temporary elected officials who occupy 
this political nitch for the time being can preserve and protect 
something that we badly need everywhere. We ought to expand and 
have SREL in all of the National Environmental Research Parks. 
That ought to be what we take from this is a commitment to ex- 
pand this elsewhere. 

But if we can take his vision, the appointed officials and the 
elected officials who are occupying this little nitch for just the time 
being won’t destroy something that needs to be protected. We can 
actually preserve it, enhance it, and that I think is what we really 
need to do. 

I thank the Chairman for the courtesy of allowing me to speak 
here. I thank you all for your stick-to-it-iveness, and I know I have 
talked too much. I will yield back whatever time I may have left. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Barrow follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative John Barrow 

Chairman Miller, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner; Chairman Lampson, Ranking 
Member Inglis, and Members of the Committee: 

Thank for holding this hearing and thank you for inviting me to appear before 
you today. 

I am extraordinarily concerned with recent actions by the Department of Energy 
that I understand have drastically reduced the adequate, stable, and mission-based 
funding for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory and have caused the Labora- 
to^, for all practical purposes, to close. 

Over the past five years, the Department’s support for the Lab has been dras- 
tically reduced and manipulated, while the University of Georgia, which manages 
the Laboratory, has continued to uphold its end of the financial bargain that has 
kept the SREL going over the years. 

It seems evident to me that the Department of Energy’s policy of reducing funding 
for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) is about to take from all of us 
a valuable research tool to protect our citizens and our environment. I am convinced 
that the need for sufficient and sustained Laboratory funding from the Department 
is crucial. The Department’s drastic reduction in funding, and the processes they 
employed in reducing funding, have come under increased scrutiny recently, we 
must learn the truth. 

I thank you and your staff for the timely and energetic investigation of the De- 
partment of Energy’s current and past plans to reduce and eliminate funding for 
this laboratory. The more I learn about the situation involving the Department’s 
SREL funding, the more I’m puzzled. 

After first becoming aware of the dire funding situation at SREL, and in my ini- 
tial contacts with Secretary Bodman and his staff, I suggested to the Secretary that 
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we work together to develop and plan an expanded, ample, and stable DOE budget 
that would support the laboratory’s vital mission. The Department’s response to me 
was vexing. I was told a story that didn’t quite jive with the communications that 
I had received from the scientific community, local leaders, and others who were fa- 
miliar with the situation. 

Specifically, I was told by the Department in a letter from Secretary Bodman’s 
staff, that the research being conducted at the facility was not ‘peer reviewable.’ 
When I checked on this I was assured by some of the top scientists in the country 
that the research at SREL was fully peer reviewable and that the quality of the re- 
search was top-rank. This is only one of the inconsistencies that been unearthed in 
the early stages of discovery. 

The Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, founded by Dr. Eugene Odum, one of the 
most influential figures in the history of ecology in the 20th century, has been 
studying the effects of the Department’s nuclear production and processing activities 
on the environment, wildlife creatures, and habitat at Savannah River Site (SRS) 
for over fifty-five years. Currently, the Laboratory supports cleanup missions as well 
as providing critical information related to long-term stewardship issues at the De- 
partment of Energy’s Savannah River Site. This kind of research has enormous im- 
plications for the surrounding watershed, which includes a large part of the 12th 
District of Georgia, and quite frankly for nuclear production sites around the world. 

SREL is an independent academic laboratory that provides significant credibility 
among the general public and regulators on issues related to environmental impacts 
of nuclear facility operations, as well as the overall health of Savannah River Site 
ecosystems. Through its partnership with the DOE, the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory has established a strong international reputation for conducting high 
quality ecological research. In fact, SREL is often cited as an institution whose ex- 
pertise and research forms the basis of stakeholder support critical to the Depart- 
ment for conducting existing and future missions at the Savannah River Site. 

The Laboratory is unique in its focus and mission, and the body of research that 
it has produced in over a half century of scientific exploration, is important not only 
for our country, but this body of work is recognized and utilized throughout the sci- 
entific world. 

To this end I believe it is critical to have an independent and credible source of 
information on how activities at our nuclear productions sites affect wildlife, habi- 
tats, and our ecosystems. In addition to its ongoing research activities at the Savan- 
nah River Site, SREL is the organization that has the expertise, institutional mem- 
ory, and academic credibility to develop and implement long-term monitoring plans 
at SRS and potentially at other DOE production sites that will be accepted and 
trusted by the general public, regulators, and other stakeholders. 

After this investigation is concluded, and the findings published I would like to 
offer a view for the future. I would like to draw the Committee’s attention to the 
issue of the best utilization of the National Environmental Research Parks. There 
are seven of these parks located on DOE sites throughout the country. The first one 
was established in 1972 on the Savannah River Site itself. Called the Savannah 
River Park, the site contains the greatest diversity of plants and animals in the en- 
tire southeastern region and has every major ecosystem found within the south- 
eastern U.S. within its borders. 

DOE originally acquired large tracts of land around its national nuclear produc- 
tion sites for security. These sites have been protected from commercial development 
and public access has been controlled and limited to the purposes of public edu- 
cation and research. In 1997, there was a suggestion that DOE divest these prop- 
erties and the scientific community argued passionately for their preservation be- 
cause of their great value for research and education. 

Over the past, almost forty years, these sites have become ecological sanctuaries 
and natural laboratories unmatched in their size and diversity. Whether we talk 
about sound management of land and water resources, important species of animals, 
or better understanding and mitigation of the impacts of human activities on the 
environment, we must have information that has been systematically collected over 
many decades. That is exactly the type of information we have at SREL, and poten- 
tially this kind of research could he duplicated at these other National Environ- 
mental Research Parks. 

This unfortunate crisis at SREL has brought an opportunity for Congress to use 
these parks more effectively. Once we get to the bottom of this investigation, and 
we restore Savannah River Ecology Lab functioning, I would propose that we should 
have SREL-like labs throughout the country at these parks, and then offer this 
model for interested allies, for most nuclear production sites around the world. This 
would be a great tribute to Dr. Odum, and a fitting recognition of the work that 
has been carried out by the dedicated scientists and staff at SREL for the past 55 
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years. I wouldn’t even know how to place a value on the body of research that has 
been produced at SREL, it certainly cannot be duplicated or replaced if this labora- 
tory is shuttered. 

Instead of jeopardizing the future of valuable scientific assets with arbitrary and 
malicious budget cutting, the Department should be working to secure the future 
of these unique and valuable national assets that Dr. Odum foresaw these many 
years ago. 

Thanks again for letting me come before you today, and I’d be glad to answer any 
questions. 

Chairman Miller. And that time is a negative five minutes. 

It is not typically that Members ask questions of other Members, 
but actually I did ask questions of Mr. Hunter when he was here 
a couple weeks ago. Does any Member of the Committee have a 
question of Mr. Barrow? 

If not, Mr. Barrow, thank you very much, and I will not use the 
questions that I had going to the credibility of the witness. 

Our next panel we will receive the testimony of Dr. Ward 
Whicker, Professor of Radiological Health Science at Colorado State 
University. Professor Whicker, you can come forward now. Pro- 
fessor Whicker is regarded as one of the founders of the field of 
radioecology. He has had more than 98 articles published in peer- 
review journals. He is an honorary council member of the National 
Council of Radiation Protection and Measurements. He has also re- 
ceived the prestigious E.O. Lawrence Award in 1990, from the De- 
partment of Energy. 

And then the final witness. Professor Jerald Schnoor. If you 
could take your seat here. Dr. Schnoor is the Alan S. Henry Chair 
in Engineering at the University of Iowa. Dr. Schnoor is a member 
of the National Academy of Engineering, a member of the EPA 
Science Advisory Board. He is the editor in chief for the journal. 
Environmental Science and Technology. 

As our witnesses should know, your oral testimony, your spoken 
testimony is limited to five minutes, and the Chair may be a little 
more likely to enforce that than I was with respect to Mr. Barrow. 
And after that there will be questions from any Member of the 
Committee. It is our practice typically, except when we are dealing 
with one of our colleagues perhaps, to take testimony under oath. 
Do either of you have any objection to being sworn in, to swearing 
an oath? 

All right. You also have a right to be represented by Counsel. Are 
either of you represented by Counsel today? 

All right. And if you would please stand and raise your right 
hand. 

[Witnesses sworn] 

Chairman Miller. Dr. Schnoor, you may begin. 

Panel III: 

STATEMENT OF DR. JERALD L. SCHNOOR, PROFESSOR, CIVIL 

AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING; CO-DIRECTOR, CEN- 
TER FOR GLOBAL AND REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RE- 
SEARCH, UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 

Dr. Schnoor. Chairman Miller and Chairman Lampson, Rank- 
ing Member Sensenbrenner, Ranking Member Inglis, and Sub- 
committee Members, I thank you for the opportunity to testify re- 
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garding the funding crisis facing the University of Georgia’s Savan- 
nah River Ecology Laboratory located on the Department of Ener- 
gy’s Savannah River Site near Aiken, South Carolina. 

As the Chairman said, my name is Jerry Schnoor. I am a pro- 
fessor at the University of Iowa and member of the National Acad- 
emy of Engineering, and I serve on the U.S. EPA’s Science Advi- 
sory Board. 

As Editor-in-Chief of the leading journal in the field. Environ- 
mental Science and Technology, I manage the peer review process 
for thousands of scientific papers which are submitted each year, 
including several from Savannah River Lab. One of my personal 
areas of research is groundwater and hazardous wastes remedi- 
ation, especially phytoremediation. That is the use of plants to try 
to help clean the environment. It is a promising, long-term tech- 
nology for some contamination problems at the Savannah River 
Site as well. 

I do not have any public or private research grants related to 
SREL stock or stock options held in publicly-traded or privately- 
owned companies, nor have I received any form of payment or com- 
pensation from any relevant entity connected with this testimony. 

Therefore, I hope and believe that I am qualified to testify about 
the quality and importance of the scientific research being per- 
formed at the Savannah River Lab and its relevance to DOE’s stra- 
tegic initiatives. 

The information I am providing is based largely on my profes- 
sional interaction with SREL faculty and a visit to the laboratory, 
a review of the institution’s publication and history, and other DOE 
documents that are readily available in the public record. 

Due to time constraints, greater detail and additional supporting 
information and documentation has been provided in my written 
testimony, and I ask that it be read into the record. 

Since its founding in 1951, SREL’s research emphasis has con- 
stantly evolved to meet the changing needs of DOE and SRS in 
particular in my opinion, which is reflected in even a cursory re- 
view of SREL’s scientific publications and their site reports. 

In response to a growing cost associated with environmental 
cleanups at DOD and DOE sites, the National Academy of Science 
has issued a report entitled. Groundwater and Soil Cleanup: Im- 
proving Management of Persistent Contaminants, by the National 
Research Council in 1999. In the report the committee clearly rec- 
ognized the value of the Savannah River Ecology Lab, noting, “Eco- 
logical risks are better characterized at the Savannah River Site 
than at other DOE installations, due in part to the designation of 
the site as a National Environmental Research Park and the pres- 
ence of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory.” 

Despite such praise, the discussion concerning the current fund- 
ing crisis has directly called into question the technical expertise 
of the SREL faculty and indirectly the overall quality and rel- 
evance of its research. 

First, I want to address some misconceptions concerning the type 
of research conducted at SREL. Over the last decade or so there 
has been a clear shift in research emphasis at the lab with an in- 
creasing focus on contaminant fate and transport, largely in re- 
sponse to a more focused DOE cleanup mission. SREL faculty have 
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demonstrated expertise in several active fields of research that are 
directly relevant to the Savannah River Site remediation efforts. 

In addition to the clear practical benefit, SREL’s support for the 
SRS pump-and-treat system resulted in four refereed articles in 
ES&T, my journal, two in Vadose Zone Journal, one in Ground- 
water, and one in the Journal of Contaminant Hydrology. In addi- 
tion, SREL researchers have developed three other patented tech- 
nologies, including a system that combines both contaminant im- 
mobilization with phytoextraction, the use of plants. And they have 
submitted initial paperwork for an automated environmental moni- 
toring system. 

The Savannah River Lab also plays an important role in the reg- 
ulatory process by providing independent scientific credibility nec- 
essary for site management to propose and receive approval for al- 
ternative, cost-effective remediation strategies. In some instances 
SREL faculty have been asked to accompany site contractors to 
regulatory negotiations in case certain questions arise for which 
their technical expertise is required. 

Mr. Chairman, my candid overall opinion is that the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory is providing the DOE and the Nation 
with high quality research in a very cost effective manner. It has 
long been recognized as perhaps the foremost land in terrestrial 
ecology in the country, and in recent years it is performing ex- 
tremely useful research related to the date, transport, effects, and 
remediation of chemical contaminants relevant to SRS. 

During the past 30 months alone. Savannah River Lab research- 
ers have published eight rigorously peer-reviewed journals in 
ES&T, my journal, on nickel, uranium, mercury, radio-cesium, and 
lead, all important contaminants at the site. In light of these ac- 
complishments, I strongly believe that SREL’s funding should be 
continued. The survival of the Savannah River Ecology Lab as an 
independent academic institution on the Savannah River Site en- 
sures that long-term management and remediation strategies and 
scenarios will be developed and implemented based on inde- 
pendent, verifiable science. 

Thank you very much. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Schnoor follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Jerald L. Schnoor 

Chairman Miller and Chairman Lampson, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, 
Ranking Member Inglis, and Subcommittee Members: I thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to testify regarding the recent funding crisis facing the University of Geor- 
gia’s Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL), located on the Department of En- 
ergy’s Savannah River Site (SRS), near Aiken, SC. 

My name is Jerry Schnoor. I am Professor of Civil and Environmental Engineer- 
ing and Occupational and Environmental Health, and Co-Director of the Center for 
Global and Regional Environmental Research at the University of Iowa. I am also 
a member of the National Academy of Engineering, inaugurated in 1964 to provide 
technical advice to the Nation, and I serve on the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Science Advisory Board (SAB). As Editor-in-Chief of the leading journal in 
the field. Environmental Science and Technology, I manage the peer-review process 
for thousands of scientific papers which are submitted each year, including several 
from SREL. One of my personal areas of research expertise is groundwater and haz- 
ardous wastes remediation, especially phytoremediation, the use of plants to help 
clean the environment, which remains a promising long-term technology for some 
contamination problems at the Savannah River Site. I do not have any public or pri- 
vate research grants related to SREL, stock or stock options held in publicly traded 
and privately owned companies, nor have I received any form of payment or com- 



28 


pensation from any relevant entity connected with this testimony. Therefore, I be- 
lieve I am qualified to testify about the quality and importance of the scientific re- 
search being performed at the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory and its relevance 
to doe’s Strategic Initiatives. 

The information I am providing is based largely on my professional interaction 
with SREL faculty and a visit to the laboratory, a review of the institution’s publica- 
tion history and the faculty’s research accomplishments (available on UGA website), 
and other DOE documents that are readily available in the public record. Due to 
time constraints, greater detail and additional supporting documentation has been 
provided in my written testimony. 

Since it’s founding in 1951, SREL’s research emphasis has constantly evolved to 
meet the changing needs of DOE and the SRS in particular, which is reflected in 
even a cursory review of SREL’s scientific publications and site reports. In response 
to the growing cost associated with environmental cleanup at DOE and DOD facili- 
ties, the National Academy of Sciences issued a report entitled “Groundwater & Soil 
Cleanup: Improving Management of Persistent Contaminants” (NRC, 1999). In the 
report, the committee clearly recognized the value of SREL, noting: 

“Ecological risks are better characterized at the Savannah River Site than any 
other DOE installation, due in part to the designation of the site as a national 
environmental research park and the presence of the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory.” 

Despite such praise, the discussion concerning the current funding crisis has di- 
rectly called into question the technical expertise of the SREL faculty, and indirectly 
the overall quality and relevance of their research. First, I want to address some 
misconceptions concerning the type of research conducted by SREL. Over the last 
decade or so, there has been a clear shift in research emphasis at the lab with an 
increasing focus on contaminant fate and transport, largely in response to a more- 
focused DOE cleanup mission. SREL faculty have demonstrated expertise in several 
active fields of research that are directly relevant to SRS remediation efforts. 

In addition to the clear practical benefit, SREL’s support for the SRS pump-and- 
treat system resulted in four refereed articles in ES&T, two in the Vadose Zone 
Journal, one in Groundwater, and one in the Journal of Contaminant Hydrology. 
In addition, SREL researchers have developed three other patented technologies, in- 
cluding a system that combines both contaminant immobilization with 
ph 3 doextraction (U.S. No. 6719822), and they have submitted initial paperwork for 
an automated environmental monitoring system. SREL also plays an important role 
in the regulatory process by providing the independent scientific credibility nec- 
essary for site management to propose and receive approval for alternate, cost-effec- 
tive remediation strategies. In some instances SREL faculty have been asked to ac- 
company site contractors to re^latory negotiations in case certain questions arise 
for which their technical expertise is required. 

My candid overall opinion is that the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory is pro- 
viding the DOE and the Nation with high quality research in a very cost effective 
manner. It has long been recognized as perhaps the foremost laboratory in terres- 
trial ecology in the country, and in recent years it is performing extremely useful 
research related to the fate, transport, effects, and remediation of chemical contami- 
nants relevant to SRS. During the past 30 months alone, SREL researchers have 
published eight rigorously peer-reviewed articles in ES&T on nickel, uranium, mer- 
cury, radio-cesium, and lead, all important contaminants at the site. (The references 
are listed at the end of this written testimony.) In light of these accomplishments, 
I strongly believe that SREL’s funding should be continued. The survival of SREL 
as an independent academic institution on the SRS ensures that long-term manage- 
ment and remediation scenarios will be developed and implemented based on inde- 
pendent, verifiable science. 

DOE management in Washington may not be aware that SREL researchers have 
assisted in the choice, refinement, and even the implementation of several high-pro- 
file SRS remediation efforts. Eor example, SREL researchers actively supported the 
E- & H-Area pump-and-treat groundwater remediation system, the Mixed Waste 
Management Facility’s (MWMF) tritium remediation system, the 488D Ash Basin 
reclamation, and reclamation and closure of the SRL basins to name a few. SREL 
research was used in designing the water treatment facility for the $120 million dol- 
lar F- and H-Area pump-and-treat operation. These efforts further led to the devel- 
opment of a patented pump-and-treat technology for enhancing the extraction of 
contaminants from aquifers (U.S. No. 5,846,434). 

As documented in the latest renewal of the Cooperative Agreement, SREL re- 
search “provides a further understanding of the environmental effects of SRS oper- 
ations.” More specifically, however, the Cooperative Agreement lists nine respon- 
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sibilities in Appendix A, including the following (see the attached Appendix A from 
the Coop Agreement): 

SREL will assess the impact of site operations on the environment, and will 
continue to provide the public and DOE with an independent view of the envi- 
ronmental management of the SRS. 

SREL will continue basic and applied environmental research with emphasis 
upon expanding the understanding of ecological processes and principles, and 
upon evaluating the impacts of site activities, new missions, and land use prac- 
tices on the environment. 

SREL will use the information collected in the environmental research to de- 
velop and test hypotheses that will contribute to the scientific foundation nec- 
essary to conduct meaningful ecological risk assessments and to understand the 
environmental consequences of energy technologies, remediation efforts and 
other SRS activities. 

SREL scientists will work closely with SRS personnel to assist DOE and other 
SRS contractors in making wise and informed decisions concerning land and fa- 
cilities management. SREL will continue to publish its scientific findings in 
peer-reviewed scientific journals to aid the public and to assist DOE in making 
policy decisions by providing a basis of independent, verifiable science. 

Although SREL is well positioned to fulfill these responsibilities and more, one 
must note the inconsistency between the language of Appendix A and the assertion 
that all DOE funding will be provided only on a task-by-task basis based on “mis- 
sion critical” needs in the current year. Two obvious questions quickly come to mind. 

How does DOE define mission critical needs? 

Through what process does DOE review SREL’s research activities to determine 
if they are consistent with such needs? 

In preparing for today’s testimony, I studied the research task matrix that DOE 
instructed SREL to provide for the FY07 “funding review” (see attachment), and 
compared it with the April 2007 Draft version of the DOE-Office of Environmental 
Management’s Engineering & Technology Roadmap: Reducing Technical Risk and 
Uncertainty in the EM Program, which is available on the DOE-EM website {http:! 
! www.em.doe.govlpageslemhome.aspx). As noted in the document’s introduction 
(see attachment), the Technology Roadmap was developed by DOE-EM, Deputy Sec- 
retary for Engineering and Technology, Mark Gilbertson, under Congressional direc- 
tion within the FY 2007 House Energy and Water Development Appropriations Re- 
port to identify technology gaps and develop a strategy for funding proposals that 
address such needs. 

It is clear that several ongoing SREL research programs (e.g., support for the trit- 
ium phjdoremediation facility and characterization of grouts and other engineered 
waste isolation materials) and the proposed research tasks included in the task ma- 
trix, indeed, directly address many of the strategic initiatives identified in the DOE- 
EM Technology Roadmap. 

The local public’s response to the SREL funding crisis is indicative of the areas 
general support for DOE activities, a support that I contend has been fostered by 
SREL’s presence on the site since it was established in the 1950s. Given this sup- 
port, I want to draw attention to the general consistency between the DOE-EM 
Technology Roadmap and the NRC report drafted almost ten years earlier. Both 
documents clearly indicate that we lack the technical expertise required for the safe 
and cost-effective cleanup of the legacy wastes and facilities in the DOE complex. 
As the Roadmap notes: 

“. . . the remaining [cleanup] challenges will require a strong and responsive 
applied research and engineering program.” 

Although considerable progress has been made in the last decade, the DOE-EM 
Roadmap acknowledges that numerous challenges remain. However, environmental 
research over the last two decades indicates that following some initial intervention, 
like removing the pollutant source, many environmentally degraded systems will re- 
cover through natural biogeochemical processes, an observation that forms the basis 
for the widely adopted concept of Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA). Further- 
more, adopting a costly, highly invasive remediation strategy can result in eco- 
system disruption that is far worse than the original contamination. It is my opinion 
that SREL’s presence on the SRS has easily resulted in continued DOE cost savings 
that far outweigh the institutions annual operating budget. 
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Despite the apparent disconnect with respect to DOE-HQ’s perception of SREL 
expertise, there are additional reasons for DOE to reinstate SREL’s long-term fund- 
ing. In contrast to the primary site contractors that must focus on more immediate 
management and remediation deadlines, often dictated by regulatory agreements, 
SREL’s academic independence allows scientists to focus on more long-term remedi- 
ation and stewardship concerns so that the required background information is 
available to support responsible decision-making now and in the future. 

Research institutions like SREL are largely evaluated based on publication record 
and external grants. Despite the recent loss of several faculty positions due to budg- 
et cuts, SREL has averaged =85 refereed publications a year for the last six years, 
which is a very good rate of scientific productivity considering SREL’s number of 
full-time faculty and the declining budget situation. Earlier this year SREL reached 
a significant milestone with the publication of the 3,000th peer reviewed article. 
Since 1991 alone, SREL researchers have published 44 articles in ES&T, a journal 
ranked #1 in total citations and articles published out of 140 journals in the field 
of environmental sciences, and #4 in Impact Factor, a measure of the relative num- 
ber of times a specific manuscript within a journal is cited. Even a cursory review 
of the article titles verifies that they are directly relevant to our understanding of 
the fate, transport, ecological impact, and remediation of contaminants on the SRS, 
including major contaminants of concern (COC) such as chromium, uranium, pluto- 
nium, cesium, tritium, and chlorinated solvents, such as TCE and PCE, to name a 
few. The same is true of the work published in other journals as well. 

Any summary of faculty accomplishments is sure to overlook numerous out- 
standing contributions, and so I encourage the committee to review the concise two- 
page CV’s, typical of the format that is submitted with funding proposal, that have 
been attached to my written testimony. However, a few specific examples are worth 
noting that are relevant to the current discussion. SREL researchers have served 
as Associate Editors for the Journal of Environmental Quality, the Soil Science Soci- 
ety of America Journal, and Water Air and Soil Pollution. Members of the SREL 
faculty regularly provide scientific reviews of manuscripts submitted to ES&T and 
other scientific journals. Dr. Lee Newman is the Editor of the International Journal 
of Phytoremediation. A recent publication in Geochemical Transactions by Dr. A. 
Neal et al., (2007) was recognized as the most accessed paper for June 2007 and 
is the eighth most accessed for all time in the journal. Another publication by Neal, 
Rosso, Geesey, et al. (2003) was listed in top 25 most downloaded papers for 2003- 
2004 in Geochimica Cosmochimica Acta. These accomplishments are evidence of a 
vibrant and productive faculty who are publishing articles of high impact in the best 
journals in the world. 

Recently, Dr. John Seaman served as the guest editor for a special edition of the 
Vadose Zone Journal showcasing remediation activities at the SRS, and he co-au- 
thored with Drs. Mary Harris and Brian Looney of SRNL the introductory article 
entitled “Research in support of remediation activities at the Savannah River Site,” 
which highlighted collaborative research activities of SREL, SRNL, the U.S. -Forest 
Service, and other universities in addressing DOE needs. Furthermore, SREL re- 
search activities in support of SRS cleanup were also recently highlighted in several 
submissions to a special SRS edition of Environmental Geosciences. Representative 
from SREL have served as technical advisors to the Citizen’s Advisory Board (CAB), 
a local independent organization established by DOE to provide local stakeholder 
input regarding operations and environmental issues associated with the SRS. 

In summary, SREL research activities clearly support DOE’s ongoing site remedi- 
ation and long-term stewardship goals. The lab’s presence fosters a more open dia- 
logue that promotes stakeholder consensus when choosing an eventual course of ac- 
tion with respect to federal lands and resources. As demonstrated in the past, 
SREL’s research efforts can reduce the long-term cost associated with site manage- 
ment and cleanup, lessen the public’s anxiety concerning possible health risks asso- 
ciated with continued site operation, improve our fundamental understanding of 
subsurface processes that can be applied to other impacted sites, both government 
and commercial facilities, and prevent or greatly lessen the possible impact of future 
site activities on the environment and the surrounding public. The quality of SREL’s 
science, the faculty’s research productivity, and the relevance of the science to the 
DOE and SRS argues strongly for continued funding of the laboratory. 

Appendices: 

DOE-EM Technology Roadmap (April 2007 Draft) 

SREL FY07 Funding Matrix 

UGA Cooperative Agreement Appendix A 

Two Page Summary CVs for each SREL Faculty member 
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of Kitmific i::uet jifetiing ihi iUt Abd » itwatKw umural woloBkal 3u,TiKrwss. 

f ' 9RIJ. viJ'l mnnliin CT>3lDBJr4l. ^la basci £«' us: by Ihe piiblic, ]ib5, 

yoi-nmni™<il, jciJcinic, and privKie orgnuaktnE. Tlitsc inmiTHfrite 

iTWK ilun H) y«r> COlieaiOn on Iho SR3 nd [xovido « rracnnc*' fcr 
HfdailBndinB -c^nnsn impacliivt crocy^lRni an iha K>i clKwibarc- is UK- 
»ulhEiit(m Liulrd SlDtH. 

ft bRQ. KTvc D. iJk- poiHL-ar-ooifMol Ibr Ok ^TIOE RouaKh Scl-Aiido" anus 
lhM arr pcnlKMl &^xd Su: in:pact: ^ Ihol llufy arc- nMkliblf mr anviraruntnul 
lesMTch tJMl can lervt u caahb^ih repttstminw «i:wi(l<mAs Tor WariMriiiin 10 
impiKUxJ BmEcnllK 5!RE^ Cimmlly SHE ha: $D~K0a3iida"aKU. SIULL 'nnll 
atio CHukmie co [)cnni«e Ihe note of ih# SR^ a^ a NUuanal in^iraiimaniAl 
Kajiareh PvA 

?. I*Iai«igh iid nKaarrb and public riuiicach pK^mma, £hT;[. will incrctKt ^lenli^c 
'urAliiAndinij Ini nv umKral onnaTOnoiremmiiWliOhixKivriMlion, KulutiKAl 
liik iiciiinnKnL and ca^-iionnKnlBl rcmndiKkin ud [cslnialkai. Thu 'will mjin 
iiesbirch. on cojiki mah k lefrcunnl and aquHlc eadJogy, «.iHiaBiMnLil 
-eheniiitry,. ly^ifOvlBT Ond BOwiiOai mioroliiJcwkiBy^ rodialiOrtOco^eEK 
uid eniCcDnp^lcijc.'. SR£L wiD also canlimc In ronuminicaH and coordinatF willi 
She Domroinaix and ibe public rui iha^t i^miH. 

B. SJULL mill roirinuE la ktve a: a n^nnal ichutce Tor K^'KndrK cxpirliic cod 
arw^atiHacnial fRTJ. uaJt :cicnluSiOkiII'<u{ulnu$i]opfiov1dE ip^clal 

lochniMl CKporyiic Ic alhrr EHlp cmlnirluni nroa Aak-choldrni tHliur irsam'lKni 
Bad the puhtk. SREL 'will alu rcorlinuE 4a cnllabont: with scicniJs: fenm alhar 
InauluUdu. 

|I. SREL scienUsU will -n-ert cbisly miih ERS personnel hi aoid EX>E and othn- 
SHE comroctan in niakinp w1|^ and ini'aiEacd. dceliriah; ccnctmlng land and 
nKiliCksTDMioEfnicnL SftfL will ocmlinuolp publiefaila Kindifii nmlins^in 
prrr'na-Kwrd scLcnIiilc jaumali H aid [be publtc and 'la uiisLlJDErn nulonp 
pallcy dccludiH Iw juDoidiriB * bails Of iluKpCirian. o<ri4ii*te wioiico. 

□. Uni'HEixilyiXB'baialDry Conpcnili'V'E HFbgionu 

SftEL vi^l poovido oiipOnd aupinct. to culkvo laidciirHluBAcE. Ennuis iludcrfli, «d 
vislinR fHoillY icniEitisiLiMS 'to iTxiduicI nssirch rao the San'nnnih River She in 
ustKidlioci 'wuh oiutoinR cmiiniiKnlal reicircb Hudirs. 1h: abiBcdve cd the 
pioxnmi wiltbe ImpnividE parliripeaiu, inrhding nuAoeiryrluJmu tfutMixmically 
Black CdllcgH and UnivoaniEC, 'wnh in cpporluniiy to pum^ ccdcgicaJ icscareh 
■Bdtnuninp uribr ihe dine: uon and mjxnmlannytSRl^J. ccitHlfic sufTtornahrl 


5-3 
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AfrunUM tb DE-FCP*^JRnnf 
inih;M*t ars*or>i bMpich FnvnMlQn 


C. Tht Pariirjpini witi operjlc uiil rruirvu^n (ht ^ [t£L rKiEilln Ibi SHE lo iHicitiiLli- 
jnd luuMde^fulh pcirN>nn Iht lT4epiT;}V 4;iiJ DulrcacK prqfrmn] d»cnbid in 

^ip [ititK^i-dtELTiJilinn. 

[>. CoidnaclicnDf fadlilu:]. 


UGAKt'^IDIv hsivpwcjtfe (&!' iTtfiniuJcbnii KndpnuiitnrinsitTviCftror Ihv 
Jilwuiinsi. dniun 4 nd pomlrElion □r'inpfui''ed piT^«CT 3 u may be rcquiirdln repur, 
UKxlil^' or uppmdt OKinin^ Ibciliiki orramma jew foiiJilies, imh in' Inoludr 

iiED ffniecn, lececuiy co mppin ifie IJCiAAK ceeqe n bi) dx 

-Oinwr and TME pTVKrim- 

II. SUBSTaMTI.^L fflVQLVCMENr between DOC AHDTlDi PAJiTIdPANT 

Huhsisuniil Invniveneiu anilLipued bcfubcn UCiAHJ^ Md ilixjiiu pit (erinj 
yf pnfPnmnn -prfliij.rwp^rnflivr agnmicnl brrADi DOG will in lha 
jupoMibiEEnforailerPinf TesisMhiD bi prrfimiHd, iDnp'riB^ plEccfn^mKwor 
MKniiilL fkiagjo^. dfllupg nvuffiuei befueen iXiiARP and adier aravilia at the 
SES|*nd.pr^liwi dir«lion.TbeSftEl..o(impltM;i)<a>mp>*doril. 5 . OOMJtifiniae- 
1 ilkd buildirtf? and equipiimL Bit DOE will coninw 1 n pfuiidi Ibr 1 JO ARF wilb 
faciJiliES pnd. equipninr oa Oe £JIS Ea lha pn pram. 

OOE ROLES ATO Ef^PCJNTSISII.ITIF.S ThifrvijetiOIIl«rrai hJarlalflntt ahilJ 
romdiruAt ihr diy-to-ilp'i' KijdmkBl mdHdniiniimtivr Arlpnliin wflh lh« Fwlitipl>u. 
LpDG will iiiencl Id Basim: Ihat [>luu dFi^'elDprd by UGABE la Krongrliih ila 
premia r}bjKliv«a ore nuimujMd id Bffxnpnalely prodicd Ek: Kcuiily Bit £^iL 
miuiiCirtbrilP IXKE will mniiKiTlfir picli<lpM('£pirTlnioipiiU ih;^tti^> 4 ])d*trdd. 
[oquiicmcnli rdibli:hed in Ihe ipnoTKDL .Addilkoally, DCE will prnividc 
eonauluLiCiA, KctnscDl c cord i me inn and muupeoMni survoilliitix. FJnii^, IlOE will 
.d>libo 4 tub wiih ili 4 panloi^i la foiuliny atid lobiidpeeinp d«di|(in|. 


Tbi nibilanlial invplvmnmt by DOE undn Ihb rrvpecilivf qEn?rnKnl will ramidn 

fordiDlEimi Dflhi cooptnli'vte idl^mFei awanl infcia adMiwise iiiKndfd. 
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h V2fM17: SHK.I. Scopt Wiwrf; 
and nOKN»d!i 
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Lj|j I J iiih>a t P i. 1*^ ^ 


ij tnmnjciHM 

1u u.^ m tmrfi -Mri m 

DniuiiirU Uwii'iflrvrri iDK-CH^ mi 
Hf <»r«B|r^ 

Pi nnr ^ 41 -HI ^■411 1^ 

■tdiH A n^Hly !tt«ai wdii 

pH UcAHe m* ' v u ^j md hu hb PCC 

Uviy ^ rrn pti iiH# bw 

ml iM^ncKMil ta lEifi «i4 
BOipintj^ TT^ ui VHifl he jwti^ ■< hi 
wdirala^i nudid li eucibI^ A^iikn htu 
whiil Ht* n« f# 4r '* 4 pj— I 1vW*f4 

w m^iirwp n bi «l^td tr DGC-CUi rwita 
tUm. NiPi f iii li 4* W H f * [H>E€liiNi-iHvrff-i 
■ IH# <4niHI«t - iKLIII H d< » l>0p» Tj 

^Nx4^«i ^ hIwki- ’DrfMv ihctmnm. b>4 
ifi^pUidpi^injbn 

AUn^ hi Cvpatrsfl ha rah piri iJijyHi 

-: ■ ETHv-iipKLB- ■< hi C:dd iibw 

rr* 4hHa M* M rhiw. rw4p ^wh. m 
U^ nd ahli rmj^ iiiihii Lp hp Aw Wf4i pal 
KanpfedmphL iffan firyw m pJh “kr hkn 

■u<(iHi. TH nMv^ itl Nt*; «r r>4 OHwmnq 

vvd * aivq ad napvralvi ■ff4*d 

•iBHih ad Hii^uihg irmai Ti bUhi hi 

» W. M W t»* [J«-E*t 

Cnp^nrAiQ 4 P n h i^ jjff rVvipBfi 

™f #'WF*d h I* 

AidSvi hH br uiid k fvA In In hi 

FVniP Moiip Cham ad lAMii Ep v rtefntfd 
Jifpr^vUbp. M Di^Htiifd we dr^H k 

-kl ^ m W iB ftf PHI HHlflt 

'actrvtagY Ml ■ Lib indiind*- oiTwl fnvwi ircj 
Prdaq'i' irth nranj Li~Tnrlr h il'kin hiTi TTii 
m**' PKutrH] In 'lUHn Hinwti? mpi «n ph 

riJiPljii k BfcfeHi tHH mb 

zi rmfm cojcp'wt ^tsm. Md muimc 

HiiAnvn 

TTw lA^tm * hi PK-CP Citfhwl^ i 
TadkBh^ Ai^bp ti ta Mdiu Hi oclvifcil rat 

EM .BHllil^ h ’hi OlpBtltfl I dUTM^l lii^BII 

Nc tr«|Mn hijit pt -iHHi mmm akjn iiw 
nM invtfl iiijlI riowi LharLa^n n 

rrairii IT ir^EfcUii ItcaiaP B^tdi i# j 

•Hlitffi T4 ii1u» IMIf mill vryirpiiM. fh 

f^v^Bn ^ nv4di lichibd i»U#n hPn mn 
ibD. uUnra biB aiiMii 

■P«^^ -Ppm^MP IW 

ndWi pnparrAc ibki kddl. rdndh. « 


ihcdvmiii TTb nHO^ Fh !■■ Pmgrmp m 
piPMKn ha dauaiB ircihiP^rtBL' 

■ VH fma -bfM- MHW 

p^rai Fpm rw hi rail tm piBi 

■ Tht li Pi p i pcc-^wd lu li nkwitn- lufri 
mtj piJ 

•* TTb fdBnd ndeni rrptaprdr^ IhiH 
oha^i 

TTniidrA^ rux ■■ idniMalhni oyi' 

Hv Ihi irt hdi ■ D^CVn 4pBilnU pi#hmd 
'^Hw. j ciJbi irf o^iHd pn^d npu^iMi. 
•Mil IP IXE ■?*••' ilUift. ppjj** #*ti ('wr 
tfcw y iia^ ter Ih ^p^wiibi vf ^uwit Ai 

Hdi tehrAP mh B>d inuftaitiE dHdmg itci 
Dipnf pn«f#ci PM lopMApd 

EYch B# i^iiid h r ^ig rUak Aimmfdi. ad 
rlin^mllr ^lari li In I iji' ii i’ll irai tdlvbii 

bJ^ICriDllE.B£jddU9Lln:Jll(dlJLD^ • KC- 
□m iddiH HpiftL li rii ra w Ni pitpin ta 

TtHDi rnMwi lianBandtH ■ 

HUVM -I’ll i/m mmt tfiemiimi iM''-muU4| 
ItdwBd ^ Pnift dwpl^nird Bd d^Ai^tfd 
rinmiMfj |f{hn jH| i<l 

DCC^EN B dip tt» ciiiftd Ef iitafTta nvdiva h 
Hrtfiipr. hi h^aipi d.ppBii^ ^ # 

mhvApPhi Ai?9iHih Znn. TM HAS «* 
hUipjkij^ HJ1 Bid piTAdi IvJiiLd Bd rtdppc 
HMEI ll Pjit»f d PW Jp yE Wd dlttaF^^i^ 

BV hi hH • □OC-eU pivhAu^ liahiiKSCilii 
la Mftar kdwKd rmfci Bid iRtfidhia h dB 4m 
•I iwKf WH ' TIih mi ipmi (*(irrj (mtum 
d Bvntahcf-ta Odtbw 3995 

iAr [hi wv^dsfi hi dii' rapdi mii ejiUi*J 
rUi Bd imflBi#ii hd -Ib dhii orii 
■ fafddH Thi- ii|i± ■ Ih* pd cT l«inc|i rtfta 
HMM Irl T-dn 1. TTii iHd in 4Miid dd 
pmv fngrBi bib. hkik Pvjfajr^ 
rrfTiTwdB Bd Sid bniiMai Bd 

MHOHonnvHWPii rCpUi *f«p Ertmiitwa 

Mh Pubi m Tim- I n hi rird^^ ridME htd 
M^iii i*c> iHTmvmp: nnp E<1E' 

EM-PVfnBi.. rbiH rkdi^ <rAdwx4m U»«n cf 
hi DiK-fir r Li'iBBi'nj A T n-ftam'iig 

TN« *Mf«H P" MF4T)P4 tt pnMkKt WMWm 'll 

Hi-* m^-tt pf ifi [m alii Id aani 

rac 


Ii'iihpummaihJ tfiMiiqinkMr 


inWBI 
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us OtlH't'EfurHtHiiiii M'uair’WW 

EnjKitilll t T4FH4S^R«HpfU^ 

W!J[1C?-U<^ 


Tmm * - •nWMvri Doa-vrtMrkwii ni»i «M muiii*i 


T nm r u w hm 


WMitr [>I«]lMp l»Mli t¥W <|J 

Snkrvl*-h Binif Pmd rivi7v«d 
^4l4t^ :iMC4. Mv4 
w^d Hii^ ti ■ mv« 

^ PiKMMinBQl kpv 

CdiiMVWMiinpum rmaiUijfcwiia 

^MBPikTi nv uti n lniiA>«>^ 






■ ^rvBCBMMnrrnd BidriBWBCpBHSii 
vdmp^vi^lR^i^DpBi b^ciA 
E«r«BWMlaMI. BVIMI ^MMDb 
F ftfndla^ *n^pi>}#p 

MLl 

n Piwilat CB*c»ar aat^ BidBLhiJ.iB 
In rt^i RtiBi4-A4tiBdiPBii.-iirtii 
piowma BuivAnABn 
i" Ui |iji ipdpd It dpJ^.4B-Ba 

Dd 

t ih < ITT p« Kudwi -wa^ Biwi 

1 !f'r^4 


b^Clojin 
■ A;ftKAp KiW4P* 

nxDMni^^ HrvfBAH 

n(HiV«awi d^uni^iiniri )>m 


m BL^..I!T 

r* 

UI^ riH^ 4y4^n«4ta>Mr4tl4-^^^'Mp 
OHPV ■4>wn>T nv 
■VW .MrTwyHI 
itwp^ r4j^g tai ^Jt 


D9mTWiBifen^ranftaT|^ n^fwi. 


I A-kh-ta] ^Mri--}Ji^.^ViCJ mm 

kMJ SMBMI I ll#0 PTfir 1 1 ■ kAlbai 

pHEflUM ndruiifcox^ iBHBvmfid 


■ Ti'iih I ^jifi ■ tHiVBnDlwHk 
0Vi4Ktr+] « 

tavrikr^riBi^M ui u iwriu mm 
I r^ ■.‘VTvd 
h Qim i€W^ 
untaiBiripip 


K4*C.t«a^UAai 

^BBHLrtBilKt iiAv'B mat PI 
^vi>«»n^';'wiRhrC'ih^ ir?^«nB.ni 
■M Biga R pna ububox Bunp 
«lki iMCWici r 

■ ■ lilipBI BbPI IM B Llll' BIBB 

tit4«4B.p b#ivTjp iHriiik 

iriBurmn • 


VUWVt >v Aadv 

XV^B b»ffC^BIH B |^ 

:trRiJpipv.kMii. B^bijirwl TkYV.-j^ 
B^jrtUilBdUPJ MB1UM.n% 
T4i BkniMk p4dD HTSHBl'^Hd 

^vnivi i rt utBi tapi i 

tm II J ii B 


C^Abvbb TmA CfeUV^OUM 

■ niK-i niiiMi w uwini'cat^ w 


PBPB*:B lAUfr Al^iI Bl4>f«P^?l^"BlV»#i 

»#g TO #■■#*#! 


■ W^iHr4R>Mi:lnf4|.4i^tta4L 


■ l>r■4MP-«^i»HE•.'^^[>WIM1ii HMOCim 
Yil[f)r^lv4-‘£B|MAkn M-Cb^^BBR 

d^a* pnvM^kifl H W 





(‘wV'n orniriftoi ^P*n M 

m-hai u rif raaviB UB^>p Bid ivdB ppj 

' BMifBFBiBltdrwd Mi Lv,fvi 


■'■^IUHJI jBiTTipTj lAd CJLBB_BCBW 


■ Dwih^ ^TKtd LBiriii^Bd itrBinBin 

M«ri ■^JW¥ 

riBBfflIBB IB|WBi'r. MM B^ 
IBteBBktMIBI ^dVI^gBWOB^mi II I 

B lUpMlBB^W^TU/WiinaH.Mfl 
- UdBb¥^*Mii£*4tip;B«ir<lih^4Ci«M 

BliMIBRBL"^ IIIBB BB iUIBII lllli 

B±B#i{i Bida pn4^iW^«ibB p w.bjv d 


hBB dllB B II <CIJTfh 9 ^ObpElBKni 
b 47 pdl^wv'hB'BA^i *3 F*ilD^ 
•:iuuBWB ^tf|BW. nadi.*! 
r^B»±^<inflrtirpi 9 iiiiuiHBB e- 
i^*r^ tft • rp'Oi^ WW- M* ■MPM* | 

■bbJT^b*^ibti*h 


^Assk7 
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rtirn EniBi - CffTa- ZrfVYVfTivia' 4 
AprinOI'-Mt 



»iA 4 

apaviM nna^HDi^ 
r^vtffckb Bd rariili twrimw 

B^diib»l±JUH«rM ■WK'^MFr^B 4Bi 
wtuk^n BvdiBid lu^F+XMM 






il9 h V M Li fwi cf Hki 4^ Eiit rvfwmU 4bi^¥Tvri 

Eilj itwhi y ll 1 iil^i # 4 a 


S 


7 J w ramajmt mxrwt 

IMWUEBiT 

Td> vHirv* riBn JTi ar*!* imuijiri riHuoa 

30C-EH nir^^ iH aittd m Iib» 

■• 4nii«f touid priori nviqvTPiri prictm 
iliyalipaw^ ri 

Ki MMriH 

■ in ll mkjcv nria vid MlvMI niAMIn. 

T 9^ip^w Kiiu M EiOC-CU ■m; 

^ ^nopi vUv^li-LNwhJi^u nri- Im 

ctw j w - y.M H 41 q DQV Pro^m DHoa. 

vh mt 

+ iBHiTAri inti^ hi tud #^b« nuuRii 
IKb«y IN <1 hH >Wj[ mr*f Mlttn lA 
pirvvi riiita^c ■hxi li DK-CW *>4 
Encind blina Ttdwvcd FljhBH| la Urrif^ 
m tnMff M*m »» 4 h 4 « 

piipmEto iriikiiE Brndihi Bid 

■ TVuMf4iraifl{| (f pup*fF iMN i P 
n+lfVN 


TTn- iiiHjpdi prank- It* i^uilriBn 1 ^ -aBming 
■HI nm 0 nf hi Hf-CH rn^^Hrap I 
FTt(iri<4 

A 4WUItI'^ iKaiiit# NO «o^lWVl| 

h> KK'EM <4 H MIFf(H44 tt fi'Og'W] 
wup^ftd «z 'hJiiijpp-ptd I Ji . iHvif^ pnfid 
MHHI Bid L■^l■^H^^t ^dMt ‘4 * . HWM rufioi Bf 
IM 4«» N«l. flNK. Of MlHrttiNI hO 
tnib^ hJiwt^y/L 

TM ilUh -fend MhM p-MM I 

UT-nirp it In *ctTfc^ iaa« EiE^rity Ftsf DCC- 
EM Rmmjmc fc a Ihna naik mw m^did 
tf ■ rtr«t of HIN4 KilONI Ml -NtT IN H 
p-n j rl -xoa ik>d ^JipJvfp >livil ^la ifd b> 4 
hiififepniR aiffBitiJ l»d¥Kd u^fcr Bid 

4<*wwi0n N-F ^" W 

h wm a r in j i fT i lft i ^fitdH pu^rinri HKqpa'dlr^ ijT 
hf N*S*!N‘n PfflHW#th»»«t NfM^. 
iA«i VI m^vB FTHm. aitiinrim%' atnm h 
n^n I h4 mnniif Iik nujra« m pnMkd k 
KDiiE'tH MiB pnnkif iKtwuig^ r^l md Ihm 
M »n<1i >4lin^4h h'lvIdHM -1^444 
hi DCC-EMnhAiFi but 



rvMi^T --WUH > f|«l iHil i i i] > WchmOcof MipUni 


^ t'ilwyuaWIMllJ l/uMUffttlrMr 
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mUsaiAnvA i<l LraiB'-^Ei H fcrrrfncmfU I 

tn^irHlrvl f-KNiritff H-atAiif 

^IX»-CTrt 


htw^**iw ti iMfiNliin F^i 1 li iBHra 

Ifi* MtWf P« riMr^ M m Htn^ 

nmAt*^ bv DCC-EM mw miMK±M^ IH-cF-i-liM ' M 
k K*0HH4 iiW -tP Ft^ piXfFDI 44HUI 
HWri# WrU4fd. H*KiU -H^W hlf 

bf- ar*M 

bi vilv la «iBn Ibri IN pfn^Ni ■■ nfM 

bi fe fsraMn mi rt^Out- frwwm DOC-CU 
wfiginiii *ri i w ^ir j ^ Ht^itii M«n iwr# Itw 
N ii J wi Uai^fli «dia«iil 4wMt Tn 

WhuM^ 

■ TTi« hidncp icfefi'^ih^ rtiMM. 

■ Th« %r ttv ■■ ^Hby Hid IvJinNf^ 

+ TTn J ■Mtk tH tKtnta^i *■ 

riif In W-EU CMfif p i ^cd- 

TTn dazr^lKn of «tdi riii^9C Matv* ta iM»M bi 
TicHp ' 31 •^d. 

hit nwm Uv vqNbi In rt#: dt iriM%. « 
ikiDtifsi If hi MriJvi- «id hi iifonii «td 

Thf irdMM Umfii 'drf H hi 

ecnrui^lDfii nvi^ dP Pwn 
lwE4mi <n E*nvM dtx «■ «cuk- h iI j I i-hj . 
LadwfUi «nlw^|i^ l^i4»c ba pu^lL. pviab 
li^TPTb. -pM 4MniWni 4f hlbM Whi^Mi Thi 
fc J dl iP ^1 N raqitf^M ^ 

^ ItoBBcri pii^rd iia MUIui-. 
NHcfrag ptrTwrMri. h HJ I ' i^di-q hto ptfih. 

CUE-EM^ Hpdtfih cBP\%if BiJ h* Pi iyf 
byqip& f p^*t< nirwP4dhT>dLdwdMy SIUII.I. 
DCC-OTl Copo-Jp LHmy SAM. id 
I H mii »Ni¥d hMi IN MW ■illB i l «C-Hh#«ll 
IPdtfn rWtor^ LiMiriPY ■'H-i ^ rwin^ 

LifecrriBiY iCRiLj jn-d ^Acik IuiImiI hWtand 
LiK-'MiV iPmiL fW ftK-EM dpAMli# pilliil VJ . 
ihd lerNil 1^ iwpfofl Id TlX-Ui. Itnii 

tHVTirtlia DfincfaM vvd hpcdoi A cpibn^ hi 

pup«4i il i«t*4fi3 IM iwi M i w w n ni 

t<J^*l^x. httHSil^lTld AXM 

iMvd ii^upHi ml hbdni^^ illali 

■ T«dc nl CVam. 

■ LOftg Tw Aimi4>Fr 

■ gWT' ^ ir •“ fc* 3>M4«4. »™ 
to DU Ti Jihiiii'^ Dv^vb^ntfl md flirhYwii^ 

SVL ^ Ml bHi WicM Ip faPT ■ T-if.i'nbn- 
ruwHU* Cilbi hB lA H|AK]i nj fra»4r.Mf 

nH »wi ffrf. i«i H* 4IHM QOE-Cki ti 

hi kIMh I# dNi H[^tiriBni 
DCC'i OTei -Sfbfui Mh BDHiri hdlMlm 


ta UHCLuauta 

TTib nxmlilp pniMi m riifiHd ^ipnKh ka 
iiiwvV¥i* -h wACMMikH ttc^ m 

C«p«tTifl if EjpfBT^ 0^1 if riMi iHia dd 
Umtfinn m cvipifi lx cbmp nniBi ta j 
PWH' K-Wtl|B4 Tdri Mi H 

piBpd rm^Aiiirl Tt>i rUi nMch- ciihiyu h 
Mdp pnaouig ml bM rtni^Bri 

tro Himvifi^n in* aicwi«<4aMripg ItH [KI&iCW' 
frghwt^ i, FtcJ¥»44fiv Ai^^bii Ik bwi 
ibvitappdiii aMvsi hiH iila me wfl lh iffM 
i|IHiXn-i*| “fa IB Pi M*Cff*l- *H 

prHiiWE ri DCC sill ■III! hi ehi#y. 

TTn ftrom BVT#di bn ahdi^ HWni 
■fcNimv IIhi pdB. r-p tell i4Mvi hi 
OflW^njAl l>tn^| H4n HHTtWl 
h dv nmkiB. Pa a ri l rdUivi. m IrdMva 
Uracil ^ si«pd wN- ^ dml^ 
oHpN #11 h* ■«•#•#« *1 |nf Mpvt 

Fj p pip. m i ri Hi ^ l— I P*« 

#4~iiopnt'4 Km v*i** ptnKWrtto In jttpfi/ tCE- 

CWi pri uavoii. TTa rfif^i daixMid Nri n 
■liKiif rtn |jMii nb. #na ti^ l^i ifi%Bi PCS' 
DWi u6chi h if tb inf1|«^ wi fn DsM 

hM - i d Pi w i y ll» sA r 1 MTpliid -b^Hdllai cT 
tp^UBdllhXI MtjUF* MM- 


^ CwininwMiiPfiiNii VMniii.qyTwidr 


ppw^* 
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OI>i rf D i rfw pfKii ^qvnirl T 

€ PfpjhNrf ■!< T4<M^ RlMMr 
Af^SKn CM 





fartan&iTT’ frisistT^rcfi 


tfiptmlt MW4HH n^ijtJf 'lnrH^-T n *' i' l^ ' 


bta rf.^ Hi^i DQC- uJui M ■ Dutdn 
HCTJ^ ^ W W i iXftjWOSiSSJ 

iHia Tbiii wa^wM 

M ir4w.r+ 1 wi^'Oigp r+ i|fi*H M 

n-wAuii444 E^Bi rt*c 

m^ v^pQCf Hniiwv 

^v^p^n^mirnM cnlfesni 
r i iYYi B'iaMi riinii'M w ni 

«'^l 

lavm^4BimMKn nun uwnruM 
■/>n NdW^Ti'c u 'ipnii i N^^tS-Cp ilni^ 


ni4>TK4^trK4ri> ■J' 

KIIM Ifci^ by 


mnnva^fnnhby riw9gi«±lpiri 
^■£1 ki pUMKblCkUl^ irtidKBg 
itwciBMa 

mnsrptnuiy^i Uw rt^nnrin 
M¥* 

M4 tiprbpvr^l in* !■« nn 
DP’ii M I J rili A--BAPI Ml*i4-P<i 
i^MTi Tkflwk^ bvi^Hii^ 
li^a to ri^ai f i**a^ B^ir«w 


rv-w» u utfon bv '^rii« 
G^ifciDyBy ■awK'' teBitp 

Uvinipn a^ li bw:^ 
14»«*» g# iIM ^iy r^ 4M I 
paiBT^gp rKbnife«dr3#KW 

DifncMM^^aa ramu 


| i*| i|| :■ BiigWtk 


4MI«<M.(i Pp HpPiOpV*) 


iMr.A:D ^nn ahi B^cta ifTHd 
^IVBliHll.fir*'* iWfT. Br 


■ >b ■ii'wirifw ^yfi Tbi^*tpi VB p^ bF^ 
□ iuwi'Kh>3fcvw rKr»fai 

gTflETBHhBiirilib J : 


Mt-1 ^ptc m 4 t» uU 'kl 
iiatBI.EWM B l|Ut rrfV 

mnripn ^d d^rb^n ■ n ^nbd 


V.y)rp^ivrpi'«r 
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Lfi-bf ■ Ejiub'-'^ki BiHramrU UWiQWHri. I 

Bi^ra-rlrv^ r>p?t¥idl>fip 

Mi&W-Chdk 


Ti^ti ].^ -'Pfn1>PTgcwibg gi 


1 DmHFlisFi 


Ctdcinw ud PtnBfli \ 


WUh^ ^MABHiWIMli^iMMniH 

-■a^-hiijA imn 

na^ri uh ViV^Km iihii 

HW* 0Mv+i>K*M.*hB«#4hri bMM 

rwh^ nc4 >a«ra«i 

fW4ki IN- jfcvM N^a. 

IT1IK pa.ttd KUiUMi DmrHra 
■jmtoi^nkfrnjijtN u^uai^Byi 

KO^Pf 

w> dlhrt-fe Nn lati^ n ■ i*r 
tek iJui^i ^irnora^li rtwcj ta 
jbBk uru»iib‘ijm*Ma wwaa 
mauamiL VMi tl»<iCBn.vP v 

hlW.. ■ mi-Ttpa pai ■ tudnaa 
fnoM K-diia «td ’<m«t mab^or 
^T*lOi^*l>iN -!**>»*>> 

Kkilvfa CnnPpji iMirii |pi^| n- 

MSM iiN EHUdlDOC^WE^iaajH 
TTwi-niaa^ n ■HfAvndN^w 

■la |{.OT«W.f^ 

tma ■■lUto. tanj 

ppfttM tauAd rnrwm* 

nT#ab -IN PHhiPl 

rwtvmna BUHLtif 

■^MCpa-lM^ kTivMLfPW* 

^n* ■}•« ( >0^ 

Cwdomnwd mi di 1 1 a 
.^vjbl Pi.iiNvrPh 
nuiifl w iPH « puMi 
im vMj-V^ii Id <rh ri 1 

WOlHiVqatHO* ■*!..♦» rfl 

N id lav- r» baiH ihimvHd 1 pvi 
pwigji la k-JoHYi. dbi«d 
Mfirca^pa M^vwfc, ■« 

■ afiiaaPpli wiB'ii iihlm 

miMBia Mwui ucrrdCA 
ntvh hi m4ri 

midi iTBiiTTi na 

JMp 


ihiMTTI ■~h1 

r-K N'vtopKr a Clw ^ n larf 
-31 m:i: ■ ki 

<iBKiHr+iHAd Am riTiPj- 
pi:HjN*ilai p#k MmN 

i^BT* Owd^-rkBun^n^ 
rip pcdjLi#l'J CPI 

b# Ida H 1^ CUW4 u p 
■^tppnrJfc**^ vpJ'.P^ 

H4Hf- ■ ;-i 

p\iHwi pn«B:|OH 

CBD^itpd MHHiqpmU 
llbvIVI'VLpBf lpiN>i M 
iBidH ¥khi riaifi uchbl 
wM*ih KA 4MI iiONPii 


^d^nr! Cnpw^ 

CMi^i. 1 r lip 

- bisP^ 

^fp 1*1'^ rHfif 

P PHPCfl 

4KM#-ia NvduHP4 

CBUH LHC H lOM ki 

IIP 11 up K»|i Pp n't irn^A NfenP 
■;jMirp:ip«<q PXiiitC-'PC-iAg 

gnpii 

CoraWi rom diwTf# ri m d 
TdKd- 1W it I d I*'* 

danpHHia 

NXi^d’-dP^ >d B»v^W|inii 

hi h*pip*i Fvnaipd b4hi 
pvi^idp 


r« ra i^uii^ K* 

AViHira a^H bHaHiKh<HaApK 
v^MiJivtaPav^ ii^pNrr. ai^li pJQ 
fBr.rid amiMi] TJfii Bbvu 
pi, jMi^ioh-tAiH cm bi #»inc n 
•H6IM P4lKW^pK4M-^^ap 

p ■£ AUKq [)nn pen. M.< r* iwk n*a 


[>w'«»!ww™^r>i. «- iwp» 

IKNBI^H HHIIIVpHVi 

NXlai Bml 

prUfiHGH iBlhlBil CHTlVilH 
■ JDfTCpiMC 

naiptidspi 


«a^l» Ti Pi »m jM^a.hABiiTiD 
Opip^HiW- up< d^i’>V! Pnp**** 
p Hp4cria ■>ff>- «■> ^VCNta 
ma>d*i 1 niiBpari 

PI rM IlfIM ^JPh 

PKJPIP MiL^Mmi--4UaKbK(ri 

imM MNjP^ mMC^ ka^ 
n^rrMCiW-iP 

tH utaoiii 1 r pnt ns pd lak a- 

W^'KWH-WH 

Fhvipf-^wrtwi DiPftw 
MpvdMV^un Brnriia 
ilKTi ri'|<‘t^riLBI m muh BH 

1^ kVf rdl 

(• VP* kWT+n >!■ l)- 

■ ^|i_Bd hi) iiP TTaiMjfelpriuN 
■wnp dippi pv^ 
reriN'^B £vn#iRTiB hi 
IIPfi4wihi Nvi 

M.WBHv4eii 

r^^dni iiyBBic p«cna 
nMni d- nr na 1 ’^d 1 
banvB Hr4CHi‘»tBifiiMi<A' 
Bndici H^di Id me nn 
N4--«^n4>>^d ttaMd 
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LfS btaqvnslt i 

En^rwlif t iKhPLky^fbjiiki^] 

-Chri 


T^ita 3.1 — Wifli Prtis" j'KJ atridv^t MliUvn 


■^I^HfiJ O^nEi^itn 


MMwCMWi 


DIA.UIII *>4 PwiifiJi 




■ : Inluuid fcdnJhirian 


Tta itenwad ■ytmeh wf«^ h 
■■Vi "HH 

■■ AIUU pi MU 

^TP WT*^ 1 i fiW I* IflF^ -rt 
f H BiTip AtalBIM'Ei 

v^nvd fidir Jh j i'tm tcb#* 

F-7 

nCPT¥*ippi M MUBtpiKlUOK 

fiaTiiri ^|^a^^^-— 
div^iuakaiw ndnpiM hn^oii 
rm pwriWb^Brin 

LXHnad ^fiLMJldb m* anrn 
ll^KVi^i^MLnlik-^N 
m hui rtmcmJd duoi-Mdn 
d^vgRlTi^ffi 

v^bwin x*w>fw£n euii t^biiri 
m*v^HprDeviB-iQKt«Aj»t^ nwMftw 
■!»i i^t->-tf >1 [*;■ 

t*fllM Rra hVmi^B Ml 

fWiBW 

.B I BCB MBIC^tf rva^' f TfliBli Jlil. 

j id BIMl in ^ 1 ^X 1 Xi- 


Ehi^L^j IwiHjBAvaJtriMv 
r.fiwd«4r 

EKBioapKkrnMM ^^xbabiw 
^£/m nM 
r^xnwnBi^pj bi nxH 



-aHi k n< 4**> I ^ <ri*1. 1 ■ 

I'^fiKi-iijrwrauii-nMid nn 

jA>ri.'Ji d ^ 

l^riM l» ^nO AfiCM ^ 

Bid t» Vi'i* Ti mi Fte 


^ Cl 

Ix^rukxM fli 

n^xg ^1 iu4v 

a M.iVi'aiflBIII TtfiB^A Ml 

atunux bxv dv-DD£ H 

¥^<mr Ott 

nilBWIMIIIII Xip'MDXa^fM 

xijnrti-^BkvIvN^ ^rxKri 

mwBX vni^pr 


Pi AiMTV^Gfm 

AniHHCi - Qbmu^ 
nBU^vMviai p4&*p 
t^llKA tAX14R1-»l 

N^m kidr^wd pi 
ir>«.viLn1.-m#d 
IH l» o^iIb 4 A I 

B-I^ Pn d'HLW 

.: I Lp n -WCW ^ 4 

ivjLp^d iRc^vp MHl:bi 
HrtM Vwm rM V BJ^tf j’»0* 
^ ppwia-a 
<1 ^ C« ri* WTiP I <bi^ 

IMCiX^V itpX-A»XH la^iOMa 

■xd«%«dQX*irin"d onpd xid 

■'hi 

WTlTill^n j-B n'TfWl 
AtM-D,-.u«KBi L«piW>i.4ia 
KUiiTB BTM B X^BMIQ^XV 
HR HI ^^dwn 


' dB 

I'BTBBMi Br rill tiXBfl 

EFBUVM^^ XiP^ClB^I n*1*d 

9i« Biirol ■ 

iincprl^xiii t£B i* 

44 ptPB ^CVTrW'l^llP 

r^ i^vasiiKi 


I M dBX 


WkMdbiCBlblXI rBBaBlIXll B 
B^ux El lixJxa BmjEUi 

b^a a H miH' m 

So^xihapa^^^^ rann 
i >|Wj M Pi 


Mxt^^id htd*Tl 
BaHk^HBI MfJcyBM 
v^td^niB BiBPB die xfBxi 


wiJmmsasss^ssMmv i^:g x-'^ " ■ ■ 
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U3 hp^Tnwii rf Wk-i Ei*^iprrwrtl# 11 

ErgiMilrv| t T< ^ R ij #iii 


tiiM Z J - ^wiii ini leW <lw^MlgrW iWiiLltf* 




M 

■Bvrii. 

iKHif^. IW4 wi«T¥*4Af m cimHwiTtM trrif^tfiii 

Qori rifvB^c«nci«E^4* 
iffkiri*?# v 

M piuB^o-unvgi'iiAH.n 
MtaiRi iwtwwRnn arvn 
«P«P 

CoTfK Ci^nrMai'nii 

»MViW Pif4v 
pn UKi T4«i«mL rd 
nlippk^ ^fvi IvT^ w 

tWMUKI^nh 
•iVAKITl ’ta-lVirHJlBtll- 
•3M*C«iV^ #■ 

• OBB^ IIBI JM mti 

UbI CBiHMniC»wjg»eBMi 

iiBihlim i lUI-tflWBB BOfte-UlringBI 
emftruiH Bidxjm^ TbnlwjiBl 

lYtCMH^HTWa K4PiO*L 

naA BdraaBurtB^-niCBdlif gi^BvroiBBB ^ | 
4B^ri 3^*4flaiC4 

pc'w^^aYB^^KiMj Piin^ BSMi r 

LmhIb •qjv^w.kn M bi dwtrstarini-d e^cwb 
B aPB«i*ci ^niApMfinijnraBi likM Bha*pftBJ 
lIBBCIVri pMB BbflSfl ■irhmBVfcXIiTl Z^BB VJ 

B>dlflila bJm.i PQCi^^la !■« 

Dvi4^ Jinp.i4ria 

tu^aa^nm 

U*^ BBf ClBtWn 

pTnll ■WJllBTgBd 
bm ^ 

IBHd€C CBiPftBrB 

ih'£iih.i^h>^ 

niimM^in bB 
/kOUBI U^BU B BIB^ 

Bidmdmv^atfi i.jri riVlwmadpn TVi 
HBM uA imn-. n. iipi ^ a . ■'ofbub 

Iff wNp me. B^CWBivT^ ^WirrM PnBB&N M 
Ot’wnpiploqi'ic 6»« 

M1UWDBI&1 

lAQ^i-i^p 

brae Bid^JiiwBci 

mJV^iii BielEiW 




■ii>ffW . ^.iv 

iUHl fiM'.pBj 
wAfmjfmfr 
d^BUi^BCh Bd 
pwpm vdfnvith- 
4A 

UfUB lUVUlB^to 

■mMH. 

VfkniBUBIBC 

»nvi^ ■■ 

iiB#va UiH Cw 

PuUUJd> ShBTiB 
Bidqtr id«i- 


pB| 

VWwM ^ LH^T«n Pto'BMVV 
-TTM BUBil i«l OrwrJBWMHMIVf 

rmiMilkri raknnpBtd pevpH iMfr 

■B plM ^nTBj^Bffl.-Kj 0(mB BI ABIBHID VI 
riVTB^ k"V Ff^TTf ^HiBi 

poB. aM^>:B4B%B^nBi>iiB|krrijvitBra mIm| 
q tmnJiUta bv-B«q*Vb« Mbi 

WlHTV iH pui|M4DnO«C> 
BdrcbJBB 

%Bt rfp>"Jpa:< L".^>J 1 ^bBYB'lB# BdVv 
B’lTTVlBMI 


■>f 


fiiYiAuiMMMy Wan ^iw war 


dMin* 
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IKDirill EfkiWflrtUl 

EnjpntHhfC T44l«4tHrl%Mdhl|» 



T»n 1 j -qiniRhi^ MM rufiHsMistinia 


K^hg^iwi C^Ei|ri^ 


nMftr )•««¥+ H W ll W 


Wkwivaril 


Djwh= DDCw^bVI r 


mm i Mmitu ^mlMVf«Mai}ai-T!HrirM- 


!■«■ S' *1 i ^ ip^ijf^ranwJvi-ifcj 

i&^VfU>K.iBi iwiofl |i i'..^*^ rddici ua »niat ^AcniMU. ridbBM praMC 


HUrMiqi- h tWIM dJ 1 1 1 

iKft nvT 1 1^ ta- Bd nV'^sH 
4^ii KOittt^l- 


ndu^ M toHjV>BJ0 I TMT ; WCdVI BdM VlWWVn kl^LHIHU^ncMli 
IKCiJ ID I K ci^M- W M | *•■■:< prlW^I W- 

■ BJIUIUUpHHMUM ; ^UniBH IMBIIMkUnHi.na^nilkBClUAW. 

nd ^^F?T¥,irivU '*m ■# I i^YtnmcUni.«^^i^.vn hran 

HVhifcflll ■VllillimilT^li'Jlil • I VfUrinWI Bb nid dtoW^ClM di VdVfl UM 

iKftnvTii^ta-Bdiir'^sH rnim^'mand twri ir TIni 

*+■'•*»* l«W>tl'■^^^l^ IW Ti"# 

ru&M ., 41 oarBl* ■ hi usd mb* 


D«p4f j^wtd e 
¥^vw p tf i^p 


MrjtnBnira 


^r**4fvi LB bi-imp^ l>rM I 

IVpnBTlH‘i^ Mar JiBlIKfrBABJ 
Ml r#BK>dBdiBft'B 

r-.—'Yr^’vni fU 4 

■ ■n ivaBT MtcBt'Bid 


■ ll JI|HB ■lilipil I ItBHXri 

>^W3u* 

Mn Itri 

B>iiB Hi MIIK9 rf^ntu ri 
muBifc TIvwriLiw 
DOTBHBduh biMnn 
rcwi at^Mi i'l 

■ I4P in ■■■ 1^ 
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If* ll^ii lnwi ffiiiui ■~f1i 1 1^ I II li I umii T2 

l'fCl¥C4lt]p itlMklH 
-Dv^ 


1 J £ &Frai!rv3h^dcn4i9 F^UvihujeiurbQ bafloU'i^ii 
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Wh iiun iii i i 11 

C 'pifii iPfifli r+ftKHhFtr 

^pINO^ 




*«#«*■ -MW 1 1 


i flrdiil^ MlilJw. &rhvn4 Lv^qTinf rPTfuiiHiuf EitkJrtcn «fd NH^Ddrn 


uis^v^n H»?ri>dv#i WHfncnM^ 
■M J jl -^EKP 

r-iMl^Qtll r*l¥¥TM n ni 
iMw^ bNliih-vi 
VAlin [Mi1»niViaMf B 
mt w f Miv n iM Qinrl'MlBriiAi 

rdlaMK^n^Hcwi 

j-Uiri w lUvE^ P«Hjiidinjl lApiida 

i;MHMAi:i luaidriBOp^ 

Biri ujimVn wminJk 

MMIl-i mvwvavj ririi 
bHHa'difc«-^BHin«rm u^^bii 
4« iM[ 4K>^'«t •: WkKi fi 

Bi ifiiriB pirtffiB wmura Ai u 

mrtri-:riBTV^n w 

inuB |BfV)nTuai4i ruiV 

Hui ■ ^nrsTMi In 


p i |i ;n n t I ^1 !■ i Piiir j ii in p B 
r^ljiwki > BB w h p 
L ii jV ifc n ■^mcw.hn lrK%#ip 

q ^ liJ 1 ^ p Vi 

BArkfivv* r 4 *d'iP*rMiBnwfiA 

^ I t . 1 1 

iarir^ ^HirHCBd bi^jii 


OtFBkpA^BKVl t 


V^tol BW^ BiVK >d rPTBOmf 

v m^l lBTi Bd ^^ii j^iJ i !■ I .(Ip. 


cidr#^ lot ncBiMta p J pw 

MrVri- F-ik 4 i*W*<p ’ *W 8 - 

Mt kn^-BVI p«knVHipiA 3 Bi« 


Lni *j« r-iM ti^ 
rKiUiBHd Ivin h b'c 
H lrii^ivfb biP 

^BffVKI 

•H*i^ iMM 1 ii M*vH- ^ ri 

J¥T*^ii BBiBVf rifdlitf ■ 
tarriBPiul'nJ v^^b 4 i| 
4 i iii|i; .w^ 

P* 4 bfw:i Bki^nKkta 

reaiun 


Bi irwf B lu Id BV 

■ BIPiBPB II ■! BIBil Bi 
Li-ii i ilpiu 

MB NMHkm pvbBI Bid ■ 

■ ■ ■L I BW I"!'* IhBM^BH 
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kk±ll ysit'uiiy 
Tuo-FjpptTa 
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HiitSTi^ihic J 5aE^h - J. Vl'tancU ChHhii*. 
1 . l?ro4<iiinu] iHrcfhtfMon 


l.ravtr^op' of Atabim^ 

ijFOlifKJ' 

U2S. 

iwa 

[.'EFiFETTrir^' dT ilFxliiiii* 

Tl4.uFn|fL 

MS: 

IPbl 

Skhifjn :9lalE l.iHi.iniil>' 

fjndoQr 

nis 

ikpT 


Pli'n^l^kTiJ FclkU - KmillDuiiu [nilinjlii'm 

h. .^pi^inlrTNnj' 

Ptufnii'i riTFjuiilvfi.y.IJiii'hti'iir) nr - I Hi -|ii»;iii 

Snivr hct4aKh hivf r Ucd'aC'' l.ab {£}rI.Ll - IV^I- pvprni 

r Qu J ^‘Hnv-himrTET^ f hjli^iJi urj FiIifihIujii |2H.FI.y- 19m- in^Li^ 

L'liruor d >ltfpcinlri|iy. .'^laftuaid Muh^iut ct !4iiiirnJ I Uiinty, LT. .-Unbnrvu ■ IHt' prcum 
RcM=Tvli S’i'-fNH - EnM^winti - 1 9lrt- picKni 

'^'iiuiUA lteicjnh!kiisrvBLijiiibh][lLjl)-^[uuiiiinarj£at4i)gy,U.MK.1il^ia.- LUT!-T6 
t F^h|i(3l>nu - mi>^ (|i.ni:|y id^ikil Ui th pr:pi*:il ITnjc>:l iHMilnli In hnlil) 

J, r*'. i| d] HtDHrnd^^OV. .^mr^ibim Biiri^in.ToJ ^Hindirv? in jr 

licLntd. liupllfarbfiii toe r^ViUiiid CoaidmilnA. Cn&icrviiuH) Kkdo^y Ijft 

Ijyln, R Fkiril imJ J. Vr'. FiLHHn. 3tt)d^ djlulnfEiiE rc|miila:dvE rHC-n, InioDriil 

HU'-nvil, Hid jHniilMC^ cd tlK nurtilcJ iilauKkr. 4.'«H£rE'jtinti Uiolqs!' Hi: ‘Tr^SlJI. ^ 
Irnp^l FuIie -d.!]!} 

iJil6w> J. ^lidiiid; zan. 'l'cmsiriilUtilJi: A L'lmpofidnl I^oh' bdipilorjini oE iuind 
v4^|I:eii1i. r^'^llsiili li. AUMLIi. 

ChJbbnd^ J. 2IHU. FlupHr IT T Kocifdal \dDH jnd .dniulo: liiricFy and ^KLoJocKal 
]rTi]u^l4m -iTi^frilhrun d'^TiKTirjlIiHi ^EiUiTK. ^WiftTHlun C''bTucr»itiiH. EE.Ti'. 

£:(![TdrlEh. linOiMmn JniniuiK« lYna: T1 i-Z2.7 

rHUror. J. '*Tiitfidi mHK.rt. l)i*J»iij(in. Ml b:*;rwi4jidaJinnifiH'^hHi':inElK[piinriiiEiat 

Moili'E^riln InHitiiJ'iErd.EH'oit: Fhj|iKrTE,fht^iTZ'390lii‘'n'lliaikcd!inwiluiii 
■'otv'lv IldNorl and NianTcnnnir IHikmi Ifrib irnuF^^t Eln>jii;E\iMi'hna, 
Bl^ni:. 

L%«hiHTHi. ] 11.K.. k A. HitYiiL D E. Kanll and J Uliilfkld OihfHEvi. Ml -In^ibian 

ndbMiudMMd uMicdfuiidiiUuicd InfuUI iiiiii^UnvicdifriMla^ Inu. WuLlJiiibi 
il^VlII. 

Lriiitiu, J. ^Alildldtk H I1 ^hii,K- l^iiilmvin, T. 'Tudvrs illi'i, J. 41 ti:di^ T bi’lilliiV- 

Ltid», ri.Fwti'.C.'H'liinf, Jiid IK^IkIjk 30011. IIK uidhil liKlind nJ'tEdplUid, lidjl 

Vu -iT^iiibiiru flut^ucrvc SO 

ijitbMK >■ ^IddliiHd « d. Id, *1*4rnld^i. tWT, rcfc^ptoni «d bpcdini Ahamdaiidd^ 

lOiiriTikuIjiiTl VI J I'livcTT^Iv: 1 XMihfK friim r'lvr I'IciulIci f^T KampKng, im j O'r-'^mmcTil- 
Maiuildd Kcitn':. linmraiaKniiJ kLinjj^nwm 2[(JL]:3:HdE. 

IkirL#, V. .F. viiiJ. Wfcilficlil 4Tibbdw. ]00d. Tnrcdxid buFIcr 4i:«a. mJ i,^im.'jriim' 

A 4:Ii± iiudli' dif lunJi^ in i CMidiAa Fu^ C'lrttMn^ ^lifli O.LidS-lidd 


FUF'llLBlium. 4jlk3 lil^diLlU jluTilLjliLflM 

J.. L SluFmurL V. rU^iiEit, FI. O. lF^.uu, H. C. i:kiidiK:i. J. W hlFIdJ CvTbiiiEi I. W. 
Uilliasu C.A. Miredm. 4.1. Mili:h.K FYa^laEainL M. FF.idinond.C' FiimwFkd^ 
jni R. li. T«ki. 300-1 . d!'-Em|i-:ruEliii^ Fin 'Qi'^irUjiki uiid:i Uk Flmn 'Qi^alln ^Vcl. 

SiFFdiul .-VdddaiTO' Thai. idFiihiiBrcfl. IX'. 

CKUHAk n’Fdi. 1993. FWPin'a]. Fimnidioniafi Iniilmildn Thai, Wjjlun)FFon.lT.C. 
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CiiUn'nu., J. WliilTiAiliL jnl E. Hi fioijAftih. k??] L'^.uk- 1-j ^k- imJ'/^np^ijEMajn i^Ji^a 
::i;>Yintkik^A[F'<7' ^iVriL''. ^VH-.-MlKn.';. 

J. !lh^TyiiliL 

L'hurmin ofUDHfHr'E Adnsoo llwiL JltnliEe liuil L'roflrim. i^ih'l.'rirclKiJhpirtnitnl pj' 

WU). whvh TmlTl^'Cll ^qj:T^iFq Ilf ifD^rnl ^ J rulirrj ^ci 

Ex 'p!ir:lme' ud [Hdiei.iinfih'nlwii]jiL. E-VuHkinm'u lihddiiMiJ iviienii In lh rt^mnfbuJoidiii 
Iht rTV'cn-xtint pf ninwinu' ^itu hi^ w-vral Ih^miii IfrrHglwiil Ih; 4k 

bJidiuH pf butep>ind ihi dot 4 KninEf n HecikIPIpxe msi »k£Hd Ji ih; ksd PtsHinr m IIk 
fMTTuripn I'irtnn] in .-Hiriphiti'an an4 B«|4ih ^'«H<rvjlinn ^PaKC} in ] W in ns-pw^ io 

■iii|ilE>4jn jikI ic]ildlr iiiUc. 

^iumnun^ciJ uni Dnnlhcii^icd c’iuling. ilUi jpj lib;r^m iin Aq cciiliip^ iJ>te ijf Ike 
■id jnundjr (.-Ini^FEvrtu di'n^^cri i^n itqueii nl ilu- MaUniul Chpihj: J Ipr J\3i Md Sikuii 
[9«{xcn «ni4K ptuPT ki dk 'spwiEi' bdnE li^lKi imkr IIm HiKUnG^kd -SpMPifi! A:l. 

iWhePed fpr memht rdiip- in Itu -i.inldpor ifr'riiai Aupiiatim df .^nxiKL i nclionuhip *an bF 
pw'iikd opfHXluratiti Ip- mitritHilt brllKr (p rnWi^ nidci4nd»2 lij' nnn-Edfliili^' ^ » 

lulimiil iiJilr III bHiln^mJ -Eunn^fii hJ mli^iiiuuLi'Cjl iiilEi. 


c E'lilldbiiralin A-^Hhcr ^fTlIi^ifBiL l^idljItiH^m^wkfn lx< -id imUhi^ - Itinrll Ckifr- 
LWvitnlk od ; llPdJCL J.R.'pcIvjit'CocuulidiL Buldnuria. ILii..' t'ankEn-uon 
[*<« mHimpt-. ir'in;pnl - jicinpE liditpf. I'niin^lkldtin'Onri'ipmt}' fiiw: I'lHi-En-U.S Fiih 
iVildlit^ KuPliuc. Cii'illiiit, D.F. - TovIesiauc .Hi^LuIii^ C'lntpiih, m. - SRFJ ; 

9 mTHr J <>undjiipii. iinuL >ii.E.. ' JJsiidiun d'liilpE,*: (Jrainp, J. S911.L; J JdpIl thpl 

i>4alind JkHHntt-'. limlirKit^ Visin' - Unii-'<Tpi^ pf i.tlabpmx. /em-iK J.B-Ca 
EnuUiuci, K_brD, El- LI. liTDiMj; Jin: Fnbi^i - l.pd-'kliniL^ ll^^k:P■ C]l:lndni. Ijciilfn, V.A - 
IJilid L'nlinnkJ: Loaic^ J.-LlJi.Lk4l(Wt^3iSwTl’Q':i^'[kl^d.C.'h]He1 SSI'^Mhu.U. - 
SfJSL.ii-icjl^ Piirr F^tenE Ci.iHqjP'. ^■lil!^ ¥■- SHF-!-: fiy-iPiT- - 1 iirMiiiinji; 

Slhl I? Ji- SHILL.; SeaiJIihk, E.Q OiliHrw^' at i^iJiiiwfl; LiiamtL FW-N'jii tiih Jiid W'dJUJr 
Fi"in*itik^ Ti4'flvilk.7il>. -flRfL: '^'iidw. C. - Sjm Ilnij^tnnE.'ii'wils'; i'lfAtT, /py-O. 
'n'iiEisniiii, LilulnAjiL. l.rtiiiiljd — LTI. AJi'.k]1t?., Vkheii. — Cifid. Di^ Pf TuiB^iiLiliidn, ILuuu, 
Enhon - ^ Hi^ - Kpcup* LL UNMu. H'endEU - PLC. JdlMdcm, L'jrol ■ 

- LI. Plinn.: iiGtkh. Bill — ^>l*r ftiilp].ndri. kann — [.' Miftllind : BpJtannri. .^bk — 

Wilhifli^GBci. hp:., LHiii-niiLiiL fTiiil^ — IJ. K-'iiilHii^uii, Tllj^n, EkBa — ]_^J, ^.Alllk. Cktlp, 

tipOnanl L'cUibi: Lili: llmlix, L. id'Mdinf: Jibii» iJibt]9> SUbHi'. Syracpip 

CrraAukjnd Fmii Ido^Eonl .iidvlEPti. 

Halph L^'lKminik - tlcpf h<H; EVimIiI fl-' Tinkk - 4p:PH«d; Mi;: Fhnilf!'' - dkcPH^ri 

ThuU AihUGC; I'l^gElillUIP^liEkallC LipOMPf. Tual UfClVlBti] • lU (2D hISi f 171.12.; 21 FOdP 

dnslij LhI liT.-? j-fire.(L-'nivir^-i?fOeijiBink LT4tpF’p[kiDin(M$ J SJ»tf OpmiTmkpr, BAILCl 
[.lui Wilkiinudir!i.LH.]|1J!1(lS..\«kln (HuimLb (US.! LLMl-V. IkPk (MS.) LiC [>.-fn 
Njlud llAWirpiii Jp|> IL Lci ChliL] Uni^xmo' pFCdjiKC. J rj;«]- iBbETP-ille (MEk) k’i[<jinJa 

iiuliM^ ]7criLi^^ Fbil llpivcv (IkI.R;) (jl^ HtjC ^tiluri] IL-^rvuu. Plkbricllc CiiKlfT. 

MC UKEl El j I'UlUl^l i:nB Llwk - LSFK'b. 


^Hl-UJ-jiliulE Rikiil (bild . ibe rcllcmdi^ wdHin IkE Kkliiu Pil^iwna - TF. ■if 

.’iikjnui: Beqii: HoAhttieL V. \lliHMr1; Tom .-kkra > UiEiMlde' bliipn U.; Kun Uuhlmuui 
I'nnKTi-jiaoii IpipmuMpful . MicliKl rkrvp" -DmHd^i Cpllqs?'. Jii(HMrl Rtpi - LISOS 
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]Uu(il itphliril Kkrich c;i.E» 


iBh l^iif^knri k^iTwilliH 

lMifilikl.'«i^ti»lh'. .IzielU. 

L’llvMiiiy Oil liUoUtaiL Arbo*. U 

UMowttv ill ^'rllofif rjrt. MD 

II. nf bidh [''zrrilru L'«liMT*i 9, 


ijOnlui^ 

Xliud EtiMiniH. 
HUr^o- 


liE 191!) 

MH 19W 

l>l) ^?VJ 

IohIAk 1W^^WK 


It) .^p[wil«rn«in. 


3»l4-|]r*^Hl 

TOID-fTEival 


19!4ipEtKdl 


l-W-I^WI 

IT)i-IV*d 

l»l:-l«U 

I9W 

I9^ 


.^W4lM» SoMdilv. muik RJvxr }jei>lb£i l.ili. Llriloi4nE!r oM o^mieI] 

/^UKl ihjizJ^ ^n|mzuvr, Wjipdl Kckfu! a( I ep^lry zid lUanimEd. 

I!■m«ly ufiloaEEu. /kEVKUIc f^roiiz, Julilik Fit Eboki^^icjl bOcv.K^ 9nJ 
TiiiiHh LdhcnJlIi' uFSijEdh Coiiiru 

.-lEklAJdi TlEiciiiLh SeIehIil Etgi-iir Eooloy^ 3 JhvjKH^'. of 

OcHtii Prid .-k^MKi .T.Hi>uiiiTr4retKFr, I>i))niri:iiii)rJVIulo;ilo3l 5)io«cM. 
|Jll3^l^nHy ol l^hC'iiv4iu 

IWI-dnc^mj KiSEU^hfr, 3^^ n|3lin|i9Ey, I higv^wy n|' Nitah O'zndim 
l^-tloEln^ kkriKl, ^irrillainun Imliliiiin. IFi'uFui^i^ TiC 

TEiLlirti3 .laidlaL Ejf ifucFitLi'. Lidi). Laiii CVilli^jtr I'juL 

T'Egoba aviIeiul Depl cf L^aliwiJiy od’yfchgf jn 

Kit^roli ilMram. I79 Pool ill N]iir)l Kj)tow(M.l.^i<nli>'F4Mo4bfl]n 


C_ S#-lfiCtm] PLfflkCddlQflX or 4i^ 1oFdl IwadutJL hluikiil or ziwAiniiofl^uUt iliiJiiwr ujllHn| 

ji| FivE-Pubfeulfonxmoilchiaetf rdaled to pnipaaed piojEct 

liviu4;r^ H'J , T. Dl TliuoillE, h4 1^ 1*00^ N. L'httFiv^ Ji^Er^ S. !A<dlD' A bieI T. 4?. 

Lllan In pEiki klumlElbk malEn ivElikd Fim i4^di*l iAi»tbunE!l iEFi^ru). 

|ylL'3E4.Ll^ Duijliluji Mi:4Ei. 

i^AASfULJrl- II I IUrK:lnuin.1L.I.^Eb|i;il.7. C.-CDan H. IJmIjitl 

ftslj 1*1(1 nii»I*n: mPFdpkripi) rrnl^ I'lr Et)f nmidd [DiHU dfv^Vifvd m f^ii;«rr.p,T(E 
^(Eziiiux vid.F. ivuiiL'u^jjn klHnida (j^oli^ |itE4Ei rt:'l^'lll 
ruMlrivcV.4j NV III- IteiLk. 7. k. CjFrk^fi- 1. OikHO'-aug^ .inj T.-C. nknji eDH LlnrliEi uF iiU^ m 
imibM^liMly LinlirnnknJ .K 1.4 v^uid Llmniin I. MiinuJir EEiJimy I Slid) l-2zi2A. 
T91.nfcoO.V- X4. 31 :kiillLE.E.SIi^U.4i>JT.C.Cil<ki SHS.GtfUit udOJOiAd illVIdlJ fiFmo* 
iiaiHl ipoolM. Tm>Mi iiwF7. ilhi'iglikitSU' ir^M^'ki*!'-' *nn I.VnldOo .inrloan Jiooul bf 

liil^p^yiPlil 1*1-1 l-ty 

kriEdE. 1^ A. V.^PrE^ FL L-l. Jrali, T. :flrfTBii^ ZHl T. 4 ^. 4'lkaD lllpk. JlcnEifiTxq. Inm^icvi: 

.kiilviEiiili pljdE bi h ziEld-vpcLlIlL hmilLdm ILmiiiiiHETiJd L’tEniitni' mJ l-EEixjnlEW 

I3|1). ITJ l)SI. 


iFivrOllm'Tfiirarred'iL'piltilic.aiima 

illdiuT.O. }>4l9Mt idiPjiHdiSu Pd.\ Ibu. XlElb^ ni Fk;?rtidi:«!- 

>1I!03W-3?I 

KaB.-yo- H I L L L- iX uhnekn T- 0.". 4 Mar* anil L. t-'. K-ioe^ 74111 itas EvcliMinpaET ofipn nF 

{(ArE]lhi3r<pfcv|o IV-VlnpfiETridlAiuiiiEiliaTIFlVV-TPT 
l^kiuuutu. fe_ T. rZ. O'ilcm, C. H. F!. C. TKkRcIi; A. II. I indcIL. sidJ V. XfcArair. kWl 
UlEo^kiJ ejikxi4bJ liirramr k ■eIjLe udilkiEiLa. in racliJ-LiiEdinuLikJ 
i:iAili'4illxil9. EliVllViirtaAll IklriVO' lirJ Tn-bidtijl].. J}3£iTL'3j.Ta. 
la vii.L XL. T. C. 0)4nn. H C IldinaiHr. E. H. lilHy. )nf K. H ;i>o-4r SWI XINilpIo |i449nil|i- ■ 
to. ApoiioiZl -^ipPiir. "iui«VdMW4 MiflMdJr i;:NiHj' Iflf |ll| I-H54. 

MIetwi, T. Cl, Ui'. MiEfturi jbJ XL f. Ikzvi ]^9U. FJFeeIi of 1 ptpBlalirn bfOlkml. tm Ik lioi^i^ O'nnc 
rBj|i4.h49idiiiJ DMil YznjlHfi CumvdJisi l)iiJi*Li 1 3:31)97-] 147. 
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T. Cakriil HhXJkdbil 


M 


lUJ :^*4-rihilc .'^iiUvIiln 

Wrae- ih.' bn iifp iiip lor-ic^dbfnKiii criTM.nidJKllji:' liu kC' u-iMludt In 

tmelcigir ud evduiiorii nbJ intdt: ir imnUHt np n-c'b tlietK iiiJhciiJtK jrni Luntin 

H-ElUlPli Mi Hb Jklll4^k « h BnPTHKiaMka ralalLlf 
klMirCu ocUdjurjlihr mJli'iiicr DO^ L^4jrjk=T^a il SIUJ. aJ [be L r^cimilk id 

Circriliu Oct- blip EuaK^'.1.inH.fdU). IVx- Mnic a '‘C<irt~ NIEf UhdTi VUlkHl i.-Mn U Uk: Md 

bikrc Buucn I II Aikiiuio^ Kif>:n.QX ilcnriLuir^ hEPLC. icjJ'lhir PCR, ck. 
kUkc ^E£. liJ« «>iili.b]c lu Bvraliiitikn. d TE|pCTuH^ tj>iKdiiBdlv. ■.'mnl LuDibunliiHi 

nclimk rBuJlt iibl Ai^ii J! Lrn^ t1iri^ .^^'41 E^hIid diJ 

^Idr L!r»_, m r>-:ll a LRL''-irQ4uJ:Li kJ 

t'^i-Cj^inii£d Lhi ^ inJ: IrtlarutajnjJ ■.IriMJiJDLH. Hcnckui Cimenmu Vli'ofl. i^ipi jI 4k Kb 
U i^u Zw in JPO*] tnJ tl SrnUHjrui frupudi RncuLh JnlilJX: iJ'Binul n IlllO?, m »cll b 
B irJcn^iinjJ airtiiiofi » ^ipk^rnp 4 'aJIifundvc tliaES^ in I lumjn ]kAiA and 

>.of4nqiu>4o^ [.‘lir^ S.IeiLi1&uj ^4ofk^l jI *c I livvenih' rtf 4’k<r¥^i in 

klairun JzlKitia im lExhag jnri rTdrcai^ ib i ILNf^ naevuk pairtaHi - icKhing iimci jI the 
1 ^ivEn^oc rrf inJ 4 ^idiru; piol iorhm in pca^EJU ki limial tEJiof^ iid 

^ivin^ IeeIletci rm I 'biBihJirl ml nodcir pnver mj liidBfc lEirair^ h-l± uJwnku 

\i% C'lrfhbmbjr^ iNI f^llirf .^l^kiLhilh 

Ijl C'ljIb^ftuif’iCv^avL'vf lliE hri -M Hiillllm ^Hr i.ltai’ijijl AJIiiiJlldii4ta|L 

b JiklilJi4i U iU JI scni. JdJ iriM^ l^CrdL ik CTlih-'. ot s^lh CiJUbU [Ut 

liiibtiiJlklih 1 lU^E u4libviJ1ei u-iJ^, k4Ui C'jrTOll L 

T^h.X FrUeikAjiiL F:. RiaJ I'EidlM^L A. -£ O. T(3\2 (KJikni Ibttka-L 

FI.]kck»Cl'J^IUrittdK£. lik^lTiXi'raJjiPTy LiiJ. A,\bujA^\,S. 

Pri^iPVfd. SWK-. MilJuKHKitflh If ^[4aJl (VL'J»hii^lrii SOU-'L C. TikitM fLT. 

Suid-'L Zv. 5 AIu 4 ^cnxi Ai>.i::iji, D. T^iii^ncll ^L'G.-^X Et. C. Tuiklkld iS4iV4m4h SU'.'d 
l.dl.hP. ^iUiAjii>CL^l.iL H. Vt'ewzf iL-i ^[iiw:i3lh uF Nil. 

lEilm k mi H- ^'on 

i.hI AndaBlD kb J lhnM«Lijrb Jh bvif ^ ibJ [heir Lurrcnl jfTlIidiiHijE 
F^^C-AKkrJ. Kinsn CU*. iudh C'nlinBF 

Hil]: :^lr|ikin tU ^br■lJLX kliEhjB:l liijun il^ilkiiiiiuih l^id [bhvc 

^IctvLBJh FiSicilc UvjKL^'ukoi (U. MbvIbbJ^ ■^ladd 'OLalXiiTiia |U. XUn lanJ l I^u^b 
■.bU |I7. XlnrLinJx iLiiiiinJ C'nofiJi U. hb-i-lvril 

htSi. I^lifci l.iM' l;L^ MiihJj^X ■Tiiry yimlcr IcuKriliu 1 ‘. Mi-jli|juih Thhirjh SrnLJi CLJ- 

l>Baut. }^dllx ’puiLcr^LI 

|W| ‘I hf .’^llvm^ inEl I'mJ^ridBBlr-^Ufilir Kpmurr 

jlaiq Cn-Jihivf Liu lJEvii.4.-4pfJiEd Ilii BL i * lb ii|; J L I T i l i hr^Kk |i.X t^ndh L'btAmX 
UVilhm l*'Bit |\ji4?e fY-UlajiA T-CEh l.''-H|cpcX -^UBne lijiaEbdrll fl ! Kbui 

rikjn^iinra la^’vreinmlaJ ACfimhir^ -L'£]3| 

■lAEhule Ktui^l K|vmin:* Mjriaru ^LfgadirK-l^rnwn (FiP.i^ I'^McirwliX 4 'fepi 4 'dfw 

H i^iuthB Stik IJL^ Jrdm Kird.4ErTi.irTHfT>ci^ cnHidonl, Fl.li. Tbii ^Kllk 

!^'Lk V iiMiiirMf vWnry ?nf minh^rvNp drr LH mn - nriM ISily v> 

il» 

F>?v4ACv<r^ Mi V>'#von4U. tH^A-L'iTT4naX K^in^ 

TuUk ]-Pi:a4HdLni}jid-]BiLlKT^ ial-a: 4- 6 PIlEX. J l^l■lklll>1d 
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CljnpKbLUMVfrAE 


Wwi***!; Cwig«i Ba-tmsh Riwfr Er^kin 'Jbfratrv 

(•tin SnihCsdra ZBCU 


K(Birah?*M 

cuwieHTfwartMt 


-to if-fxf-' -m rt jw wyt6*iricji hr 


SMiy»n Rw EM>3(b ulnnnrr. (Jh*rnifr 0«rpa **in. BC 

^iHj Pto^Wl v RnMiG{pr^l-l«#>fi5i;irnnn..Ui«fHki!Vf4t'0^»WtV. 

nutalu Cihiu I HrU Crprwirq inj 3 cK'n. Cvrraiii LAmndY rip^ift ii. n~ 
Ai^uVi hnrthMV Difiinmiid i>u^i¥MflA 


CPUCf.TlQM 

»■»!■ 

E- B N^odi&wigy GMvke 9u» Un-tfiTp 197£i 
u S 1841 

PTi D . Rwifttoi CBriDpr Qiomfc] Slita-iJnvntr IBIS 


ftM^TKfU Imr 3 vw^MiS 

4 VJ . C -IMsi. D I bir^. K. T Hl^n □ Ki|ljin. D lh»n. C- ~i !■■ [ * m ^3QITri 

tUiiMV-li? ^ Dw Emlim^i'ri AH«Miml liU nUciHl 

Or^CM HI RKMUnFtq^Aannjiifl NCVMVfyni MC^ FliWn ^49 EC94-'^ BHtKKIi. W 

4 Hnlm, T. B R H Hibictr. N I I tanfev. D Pn^m-, P 5h«rd, □ l^^oifmid On 

HAUO AatiavMiUdd irt>^ (Uia itu ntub FranoA H *jn &wvii«>|ii ftr^m hvari 
l=»VH!5 

4 Hnlm, T. □ K J^iuwv On Final A svTTm ■ In naO^a ■ n t. Niilnl I L%ian 

Itdi) NOro-MHiruH R]AiAM:n t^Kawhop 

4 Hirlm, T. □ C T iZ^aan □ I KJf^ta 1 mdF W ViOi^cv ^n paan; N^ch ba^odvracal pana^^ rt 
iBilciuiaai tfe^aiaai ai taiinriiril ■rviuiiRirii n K £ Raw D |aik(i RjKkacVn^l 

OHetinwr [)ti]HHisa-' h!«iirif<Mn.BndEva4at»n RHrroicnFaHt 
4 Kid a S . D r^T. ^ Harlan |n Favaali LwMaaj i^Ra tf TTi K-dU ^ rwtaaj daai ^- 

IFKOaaAdiA rnttmn) J. .lilUKAiAIVlCfl (VMM 

4 Ta^iaikr^ f f I, ^Ja^n. □ taiai n Prrt^. r. Hnkm pi^-T l^kaa- jrub FLFiMan-aaiiTaal 
laivnnOd ^in*ra .Tafiatara.vi Jainraa* raiWa Ctwr^i Ua^vn i^oa iHBhAia' lai Brr 
141** Matf DHTatefUTtopllCl 

■ Hailiai, T. □. b I KmiImh A Hm. b CiaaF**^. 1^ Kara ± I WHasii b E Fha^ln ni b Hu? ^KG Un 
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CLUlLi^ 

3^£IIMYrtVy 




mnJiiJKM M lCO. 1 Itti 

■BSQIB 

rMi 

rELDiHinJCr 

P™«ltV1 5l|ll- l^i'T'Ttld 
l,hirAi^ ^ Fhccli'lllW 

PtiP 

I*!?- 

I-Wl 

; BidHiiif 

i;t>tnilMl P£tarb]rM*i^ 


A. fVnrfHnt 'Ihd hMOfl 
PMiMhl HlJEWteHiTlft.fll 

nXK - Pn^JK PKipiAfi Manoi«r Orparte SPIEL U 4l QKiifii 

1H1 - 2«a Awoc^n PhiMich acMrlifl’. SPIEL Lh^ictv 

1E4£-14^ A'Hi]H[iqM4][lc4lS4tiniin.'tREL.Ut1i4mltOi1Q«Oi|ll 

1^1 - 14e:^ RaiUldh PplCMI* -SSO. ITiiMlifeid t* IllKM 

1B7E - 14&I Ql*<li;«» ndlMIdh PUitUN. QBCl. LMlvf^Uy 4l n>WH hMM 

1t7E - 1S71S Enr^MNMntl-ChiNlii. Ek-Ii4IVHAiiI l-lvdia'« hhI TfriMkijy. 0(n C^n»A«iM 


P»wEi[>«Hwo*iittlPprttM-intmtn*«»ililM 

AoIuiK'I PiUKlih PiDlk^i {'iHfr' pnHinq. DtHiitinc Er^nm'lil aM ErqlfH^Afy S4«n«tf^ 

CttHuq Univtiity. 

P4flKt5UKtfll'PllAf44l 1 ISe@'«>1«4*II.Dl[4'Vnilt4r644l>Tj.Ulir-tnltVDr^>K<I|4 

MnriHpAjiMiKW OwphFU* UF>»n 

WiFPbir-^nHtMn Chttnkil S^4fy. OMhii ^rEnriTMnMial Ctxniny 

Hii*bir-'flK4iit nn Enwmntnui T4iK'««gr ^nd CPmi4^ 

Pidrailann Hmhmp mi6 Af dh<[h* 

UirHHrjl LHQt. EoKiltlvi Ccimidox. (iimH «x4cn ISEU mil. Envomcnv-CtHdiltay ny«kl^ 
Mitdain OMinieal 3o««^. 

TiiiHtPir. Adntrk«K CtHnihAl SMlift. EitHwiMmi CtHnriiiiy CtdOtan 1999 -1997 Eltcud T «m 

Hinibir. Lcng Pliiwinq CodiminM. E«>h>ini49ul dtnimv [Miisri. Pneriun OmikiI Sosivv 
|1H9>1999j. 

{;tMlTiib>.M<i<b4>dl4]^:«(m>t*t. E'i-t««n^tall>tiTih«v»Uin PmHtcinl>MTikilS4«4dv 11999. 
1NO 

SpTrfKfki^ Blc>S0i0itJio>vfl'> ^rCTiigini? l?9mHVM'4i.in A^tutflo I^'i^i'w dT 

JatiH- Q. I3ii"n -Bpnniytd tv p# it EiMieiivMniii GIntiaut ii iIm ritiK^ 

IrttHktCI Cf ll* Pnwitin ClMdH4l S4II4V Likl4M»3HQ|. 

&LOWiii2tf . GF<i|K>Hfn«a/dhtH<)i«lAS<i»h.>MKi|KiariviiMh*n9«iv Eiptandon h nt^ IntMlhoiP 
iiddi Bhk-iv. AthiImii OtEp^ijwtcil Llnio* Fdl MMUy. Dtumw SKM. 9in FrmKu. CM 

Uirr^Hr . Rnli^d Pwl t/x PrViitdHd Ch*Hp«Kt B>v T«>l« CoK^fi Mriwd and 
^huu^ht n»Miti^Cn(H«<tiu«i. Ajimpal]. hn TME 
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Uil.IiL qii»n fl^TTl DHHTC*ifri)n^uyfii;(Bibuihmfnn«9*dTifiti^pi1L*^ 

□iitibn ciwnui cidi^ s-isa-tc: 

Uti. CJ.. md J G. aiHn OHIi tHhAgnol dudiwj HgirK rr^lir irri Mpp«i-»iptE EHT^^n hcfn 
vrtuiinf wMHiuwg d4r«piiwi^«H Et 1 D^ 1 lhl 9 ^l^y lUHinH CtHnldiT 
Ut9. Q1..AK 'HdnMn. J>. J.Q. Qliri«^ W.P: LlMlIt JM N D CtU!IH«^ <I^J ChHMl 
WHMi-HsaEk EOETipiHiiM tt<»n ^hihe<m ^nn vHq C1B [wt<H-p>H>* Fqiila 

cifiir'KiilEipIrr UirtH CtWiTFdiv 1 

(^flEiiji J . J 5 Lrtrui.E^^ Ute. Htd J ^liui ^hnhun h]^dEEaitfini El •Aftvi mndTItErn 

j ^EinEfEblknf 1^ umE iuMTijI ElfH-IUbHi CEnEal TMtaraftofi %4-ldrlT-1S^ 

Wtiun C J , Mh. J &■ '-fttew jnlJ C Ctan. |I3LZ} AnniaJ rbHi -El pi lioliLn riEihiaitnu Id 

Uh DQiatil invjmnf rt m utun run# ^mdm JaumloE FoEuim md ftoir^n 4G^1-^ 

htaAnin £J. Qj_ btli. J£v LiljTar irnjQ.E^nn. | 16 ^ EAtHn iuk4< b ■ mrin q| 

h!r4l««1MIH H OMHIl vIHQ. E>Et4K1M«1Ul$MrU4 iM TdElVHk^T 1Ei 

•nd«ppir4(iE9N?c4'rimiMk4HMi'TiPiif>mFSiy 

Etvuf “frtuCh^EWY i5'>iSi-i?T 

^^^^urr EJ. J5 UNrtE. CP J,^} fluin ^1SWl 5»rn*T*V "eijB hm -E^^rur^^ 

dunlaljnd fiTfnU ctnoKiiici ard Endolarfl. larniErurt VEni. ^ mdSEl raUan 
22 2Q-aH 

LMmvi. J.£.,ftL IAIi.EJ hfedbiHi uid J C. bim.llWE^. Trpilr^rt-El mHi anl pAdVim 

hFdtNiinidirt ■■ IHln iuEeA U ■ rmEVEUiil IM idn i/tilivp Irt ddUrftdh b*M BUWh 4l 

EnEro^niral OnxWHOyr ird Ttrt^tw % M6-ISE 
[3w»|l«iC-S ■O L J^i!. HVl J e Qiitfl'r flMPj OrpsEfc [opev irEj (hurUun (oneta-wtHtti* E^^rjrtai 
^■ltnh4l >4l>tl^E>H4&lp'44ljk!rfEh l4lrt'*»Gt»4rHIV IS^^EI 
Uii.IJL E UEFpddin piiljli Ckttii MEW- Oiniuldgric*'' ud^ ly ivfpiu truM" pnd 

cappn-Eipric EEETpwrn iHtepd rtun ulinm aUn Uim Chanalrp 20'J-l3-2d3 
L«hl< C.PUlbAch.ifKlC^L Mb <m| Ar.^vjkutEflif'ClHiiEbEpEEntsnnltnlVWU liunpat 
MvdW MEJUMS- EimiEriini b l Es^Ewna I. |D^1 El. 
y#i.Ql. CuC.EfhvilH.arHlD.'E^MiprH. (lESI^ Pv^urrCTfeEvitM tM i^iAvptHEplHrNr pm 

dip><«t1^t<f1'44Kj(l41[r«Uri|M«>H2lH^0l.|4-m4.pt«2<l-C)hlHcJlFM1<KlipiHll^. OtfP^lph#* 
IT-f!J7-W2 

Uil.pi. Dtuoh^ pridJ bm MHH!' |]l«dlW] 4[D9aV;tt|]ptr«]rodilE||cfif M 4tr mpiC. bH>n 
kcalpd irifu Pitapqpniiicdfc PtMiabUiy i^r* PwiUrf- 
Uii. Ci.. HTd- D.C Edrwfftd |12U^ PtHbc'^aETlCll ibandabcn If U Epptur^tKrrn ard rkdtnrrtrturwK 
bebI amibid bp dBiEtvadorpim rrdlii rn r^u-al-rvdH- EimEnnirbd lEEaoofcm-Bral Qurrwdiy 

iiSfriTa 

u*d.431.. [IKpflta.D aclMPl. ma D-jC. Utiru. MHSi. 3urac4 ru)UHd EhtrKil dtenuHiCd dl 
ti 4^1 d«ji[d#d<EiM>dnrfa||iaaiKt/13:'<H-*4 

Ehorwn.CV.B.W Etdoiw.md-OL M#i liwa. u«ti«h lh4 dstfindwrtap Of iWH «w««i 

ldn«IV>!MordfirnaiBridn^OidrtpiTi*ultdK4fi(iTit. r>4np>«b4iy n 177-1 R) 

[lindhEj E ^ End C 1. HIb. IIBII | Uaduniaii Ef nEtatratcn nrd lUaHjaaEn Bf Lrawdanc darbnaurda. n 
odil adi hiiEU b: ErTwiang lBdirEdo|pa& n hbniibji 'Malm Hbnim^rd I, □ W ladfb- n>d P C 

hpbid Edi.. Amncan CPtaraEd -bcBy. VrtehaaAn- Q Pb 

-Chn.PF.bif'^LWtd. 11H1I. kfrabi ahdlhddUrAMOrlkiriPnaadddMifn. alPMEOrdl^E l^idd 

OMPIiCII «»l4>aEV 

Edfrifti -BjS- ind QJL Mrh {IHIi. LtK-lucdny of M. Cd.-Cr. aM Aj-Voei ouI idi inHuadn^n of 
dfliim ipd oa tip -El-linih l!iv|f 54*. In -COHldrp] 0«j Cdubutdon nbtidUK. 10.5 5t|PH1. D.I; 

J^ibm. SMlRr Kp 4 ^^. Lfwp. PifPMurp. PubdP. 

Eandhu S & ind S KVb 41D3| Laudubdlp if Pd. U. Cj. aid Am. - ban Eoil lah iMME«MK*EBTtB if 

dPlMiird: ipi DM -tH Sanraiih Pbvif Sb In fraoM Lbmrii mi CeU and QuI CanEuPnrNaMMlu k. 
F. Hjadti ird KE. 3^wm fEdal. 145-141. Lbb u Rjbtabia. fiaci Rdm. FbAa 
Birrf'uEjS- K2 -BdppirLfkLUh iiKlF.piMmri i1544|. Elhm of hithdi* bin 4 hJ «fl Him od 
VHipMig dfd od ainiinwttw qnlnv h' Fb4iE4oip -Di^ 14^ KPwfi FpiHkLin-Mptiricil Uato*. 
Mhtmn. dhonta p*.ll9-}M 


“•^2 
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t.hr**wlj' ■■^L I L I 1. 1 
> nn 1 y d iA‘dta 
^4 r^n I y ^ 


Mgn"pfc l■E^^^vpj 

Minn Lnvimiwjj l^mBOBfiM Ic 
Mum Bn^>3gif 


3iM 


El .Vp"cJ nnii 

SJW - ri"wni 
^ns- pfMi 
Xl(^ ‘ rwHni 

ani -ym 

SuOl 

|W-|44a 


"DipTTirw^ •JCnjp'^ S»J 5i,iiTF.T.^pi^T^yyf<ff«.":^ 
.4^UiVTJ>t^^HC ILifHnnBK c^UcR-tuffQt’. UurHay^l L«rfa 
.'Viwfnr fwni* JicMciW. S«viinih Ftvrr£n4cfr Libn^jT^.Virmlyij^kjnqH 
.-Luvjcribu\'A I'lpinTdu ^ Sb«;i[UuHU|.' 

AndWnnWAkivnJ’.-lnrm.Lnriir^ B^Jn.li^iHvnrf.. blcfiiii iirii Umrimry 
tW ^ ^^ 11 1 f * ■ r»fT-iHinf^ '.f QTtni<n'.Vii''W^S hipn 


C f\i^hDiJfni 

O^DWI JliiTJrC piJ^h.'BSH 

TVflVU]IU.¥l . riidtf.^ I., I iHul^L Uiri^li'Si'i^ iTlIiUi^rJbfVin^ri^ JSteUiiVdriVirtJHiiH 

MK'L J^unWdM'AtfTWuA^'ii rviTflw 

KhI A.L, drim. I L bLi|CrTA,T«|.'^ T- PnUriSN.fliiHDI,! EhOviaiM T^. lrMiA.vdE UHiJBhili 
in^^imjpMJi I -aiw imr^ui m nil BJhnm lE-rnin^vjriKH diimvirrn iii m' 

lAteiiu B.E4 , LMun2 JL JLL. LthaMim A. L blqprjHi 1'JU Eu^ipnc uwnl |nJi£.*i»ai ■ 

iAi'jnLui^tri rwi«v 

CVdtvdi KA , !^1.^ L. .irJ 'Vl^rrJuJ bThuFJii iMhaPiJiWi^ 

nniBuiA bcH qnvp u iha -blYml I3 «ki Uan n Soah^uxrri Ubvfpis L¥A .Uor^Wifna^W^ rwrw 

?4h«I ^L, 11mm a. Kibfff'Wiril A L.^iun | C .%j|[^lundd llinif bla^fu^^ ib Jmi bF HL^ ictulh^ 
UwJCvfl^ in FpCw#fliii| !iDrK.Tird £piLiuhiMuiJj«MV¥in^ 

^Wih' 


!^Al.l>*in!?:<.T^*t^F^Pl.FK*-TilL..VMiwP -iTi-iCHTin-r-iTr iW^T-irf^ 

Oum .^^Etiii Irduidiiki L^Hnn^'BmJQm*.il Liici#muuli cJ Xu^oI^tcu PnAiHd bv 
^■■m4^alb"^n:"nrv ^'lAvircmk ipT- 1. 1# ITl 

L'uufiijj , Stub W A. A k. Apl WA 1 ‘hmi AL, Hab«U! E'J , Hnvfa^'jl.l' mJ Ly.i» 

}>M rfOi^t PiJ^nF Tp"^ 

ifif^Ai4U ^ bi||.iim dhruw- iklMiuf JtwuUkH.'r Tbb’^uJ^' Q^44.2-fi£2 
d.jfcMUilP,!UuiWiX,niM.11A,rbMMiPi.?4Ml A.I .Tj^u-^.r^fiSN gVHi Cr^ck^CM^ 

pMiiil hr Inrlir^nniR }1KS£U £E I Irf^ri.^llyftiid MiiinliJn’. Hiortidni Eb«fipii. 

IS*. i^vn^TI’. ILWTi 

r'^fiJA.L. Fnb TL . livckili M F im^l 'GtJI »lhnKiTi irm 

lUb rriMMik idWl ly^rfiMrtJ U^a iCr^ail £UM l'^bAliVta.'iiri?MUM‘MtiU^ 7T-I& 
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Cxftr Dili, A.L, R 1^, hcir^, 7F. iZd^* A. Ki¥h. dF Mdjruni 

4irt4fjj0f!c'«ri iiri<ro'hi>|i>|KiJL> ■>Jijpr<>d rDHItlpcFyi^ in O^Vi^pWi.'j--iv 

Ci^nrthTiAinHw.'kf^#, ITM 

11 M , KiimIL* i ird HuJ Ak|. |3ni^ Ap|^h:jiui l>i*bw^ T^d l^lrv k'ruuuu«'1C:L-'-kra 
Por^h<'^Mij^i:i4i iriivijpP4rpJii|Eii^''un<|i>li;^)<p4f><i^Bri HiwJJwft'iCS'hT^.^-TT. ITO-Iijn 

blii^im T.U , fiuJ niJ Cmhi C C F3AH) ’Combmii; in rrvm bfintaipiM p^Li.ttwt^ 
b'hiii rmati. r^uJ u»wTfi} ud K-ny piuMlunu ifwinuu|^' in iejwk^a mur^iiifCw 

49 ^. E-'^- 5 U 

.'4ul A. L. tXmatmiv \ E , E^ea £ M irJ *’ — -y C.Cl LTWDm-»n^KB Icraud n kmuiii 
iullvu-aalnuud bi'iiitii» raducirif hafiini Jt^nrjwnnMu^.^^racvjJid ^I't-.'^llE^r? 

!^al A L.Oai^, LK. , PfUraTJ). uiJ Uip/iuHn r.U. ilJOi^XrCTa npvKfi sifCu khvibaJ p m^ h. 
■>i laniraJ cnraiirTTiyisnj ii ■^j^ptvnii rruiinl rjrtacH FSMih' JAu lsWi' 

ZiuJ ^L, iltBP LH.. C w i C C, Coffar t'. A biJ LjllJr£ | QiJQJ} Sufftoi ricuiun itfpcli-an drml 
nJiutim dFimi.oa^B^'^^nvii&ciu’iXnnr La^ekinTJ ■ Ousw^LnuH^bni^, 

^od AL, Ltnv K.. DyulUj&T . 'hjW'kFijctwi \ ind LilIrRI llllJT) CvJhlicn djdn.-Qf^hn.'nNn BHcidwJ 

wilh crLI pjrFtcH oTJ^'miev/^ LrmAcn.'vdLrDK^hrand.v r«F*cl»ofi .4|?F4B/iivAnfLiuiT9)(L 13$ 139 

^rWHi'C! Cr . hal A 1 d ihJ L^niHi S U nviw cJ ifwiraucfvd mahird&hv^imniii|. 

vinTituI IrvnFurvWCTri d* nivcmh- XftffrC^ 31. IS'1^ 

I'^uJ AL , rKfcJantiumh.i, LdiuJkm A, r^oCiudy D., I'^riDn &.M. arJ ^iiiif 1i (^Cl Inn nJfhdH 
M>J -Mdhr *[*f m ^ l^frdiiK Ii b>Ki4ri <!teAwr-4 tf 

idm # Atj- 4$. Z2 > Z7? 

Apuvwwxi ^iumnnFj/iAon£iai^' 

MhpI Ijy hfecien? |n..« itip hi«n nfPr Ml^T^ r«A?n:h ■Atii«h NN ifTHidrtJinCT wi I»i*4d 

-Md MJVJI MUtvOlrifrtd Mil ild MdilWMify 4A^U4tirMfiid. bwWniJUNiOri OflW.^ lYi^iJi-Md 
ndioiTJEbda. ikdiiln^^nanTidrrMi, bf iiii .0*^9 brnni nd inrnfml >01 hmlvniJ nib m sonMi n*Jii 
k^ch Bl’clMiuiii tLudfUd WT^Inyii|,j nf\^ D^ifaLinuDOfic iruluijif «Uciiiib fii-iiy 

fhcuflLwinKiX Tl-Piy ^ B j'iiliiafpB!ii:- Jid (J^arrin arid IFT'IiFt'M^I FLul y 

^ilmlvl^ TilvmU.'d m ik'vdijpTi|^ivillirB. ifiidiilhif Lvup4vJ milYaa ^hr ^'v■Th^M^c^ uf ^v.injHUTy 
wilh onkcu^ hutopciJ Ifchfii^iM Ip pr^dri^oH nfm^i inJarnmliDn il ibc uni trvra n chnakd 
uifarmaiui Qvrvmhr hjbJvJ CBOBib ii.^uciJlMin^ ihi rrubmkr Inu rJ arlhyiBii ^Firdb nd'Ufl^ bu«ni 

b1 IMbCUdfr MBtTil riLllbCN ■■MM BipCfUITI pmTlM Ifi HWmVTIBLlI IwdlfTi £>frUllV1 iTVl ah^JlIWCI 

mJij.ijijn uFipJi wJr ii.pnl inJ adbnrAu vni-inunncria. li-wdl ii idriUDhvii^Clp b? cTZiO 
ainopriKLa in ihi pB iPct aF wU IvHni ud hinmil vlYmi tpn airapnicli irmnifKci ■id/HBKi^ la 
aimisdi Br«rm Im Borcniai id nA in ihi irniid Ekp liu ci ha^y mnil irJ BduivjclAia corcBiABnE 

tfi r^^dreMfh'e- <4 •nitn^-HW m hi^u In c<fi^44CMdiriwr-bfL 

Cw^m SLudsn Adhi^ £JSc A. Diprfrmn of MKaotaiicf;^ Liirmalvol'GtoT^, 

AiYmmO^ 
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LEP,^ Mi-ViiMAS 


4 

AualiiJ IY 0 l‘«uir 
'LViiVaafft ur EtJElh OnJai. 

AimAd or F^h 

C&JuiAia. 


■4ubu 1 kMurch Scmia 

*-‘ *- — EeuFi^vt LihcikHv 

l.^ivenrv or-Seont^ 


hUiMikfi MiiJ nrri-lwN <.-HiL4i«.niErt 

I ffj'SfiHj Kmir=l I'l.ivvi I. oIYijwx Uiiv-mp -cf^'-^nsw! 

I 1^^ r^iri. DHlfiTjl r^iiiH, ^liuk^v. Lbi'.mjl^ ■^l*'Ai‘Bhi^Fon 

I Pli D 'kifMvfeaCiilu^ii' ifiJ VKil?jUld Itiitfaa UB^tr^f]|i inJ ^'■jnJ Jotnmin 


k^yircti l■LcrcyU; j ^Evs nFa^b n^ulvc 4k LoroTphrta F&c^n ■j^-Ex.rsuunaiLil cinLmuilx k 
fMM klOIATI M ^’KHVfW^ljlll'Ifl MijCt mMFOh II CUWJ M |XDV>jBt U1 liKjefMfdrig OT'Ad-affifllC 
tfillTTflins n p|4|i|. irf |]*l¥lrfPTl*^ ■iNTft 

oimiiBi&oiiJ leaiEil> roiJLaK Ir^m Hul ufunir l^luuEuij. mirq mLTC-ba "to rnkmimjc roTEJu'bw 
pMcfViiJ or utJ iiAvq UJAIC' ^irii bf ififitJhAjCa nd iMuidijCn. ihi'ju'k rfpihili lA tiijnji^ri 
niM jmmuJirn. tirtviri^#q^*B-miflrL-ii4M™Twi^flNri4i*^pn?duairfl 

Fp<ftwu^»1 ^r».lLc iieJ BciubCp.ib i^*-6.MiClti cflhd* EPA Ebdk^'h TtdlliCikiiy DtvHCi^fkilC RiiUii 

* * ihf PlyiflWirtiiirfi of CU-MTiwi ?^hi«fii. 4fri w-Ednoi rChrfTa-ilMlngTia<:*wlJriniilnr 
JlijikJiuiiulLMtvibfirilaDd n. BRdCC^ l^luicu oi£ klDdir^ [F I -lli| dur lllJii luJ Arti^ PraiioJ cf 

LKc newly gMipiraliJ lifa niLkiml. fiocictr o f Lnvik?J b be 4 k ^hxkfESslllliB 

Tl>nu^i!XJi;lAtl5aia'XLEtf4itoiat]^^v^ Svarrq ■hio mtw 

^Ihm ha«i iifii IhriL ^vci 1 1 KV 1 nf 1^11 mifu^ | ludl ^i£|irrc4^ !:ic*nlrlic .ihckipiTy IWuid fr^ qi 

llovulon R ciwim^AaBd hdmp 111 froJamul S^kkIki EConew pcpeukpo hot, 

I if4n\ pwdA. ird rovitVi 5-1 ytn 

k WUIMJJ 'I rwi LI pBli ir onbuLmJ co-l'l ?n tn uJdrBxul 7'utihnj l4^li^4vC47 ThB-BcluJa 

m NIELS- pwlUj-taliq l1,E5i>J«KmJ cn-Pf 

on-i -SRDF fir-¥ii fcf 

£^^g^g^S!ncloca Tvn imninil p^icilrru si Vuma-juLinib mluJm. FiaiJa si BiukckiriLij^ 

i\F 7 52). Ei'ivonriyikl SciMft-dJ rocLtk^lOfiy ^[F CpiriOki iii Bim-hAokuy (EF it 
jtfid L^ccudr^i nfihfl hlliMuil Acideniy af Scwiok |TF ]L11} ^'mai it wu j crKnlhrr an u¥<i bmb 
idii^-lBa Bidi ■"■ J»-«l EPA b nttIm^ siJ nJiLg Imp IccbmJ irp^xls 

|■^^-u^llinJr■^n; 5ut0 Z^Cl. *l^*ffOiJ 17 HTVfWd ^Sk\ IWhollV I I II immUhSOtf J-WIPO". t r^m'fj Vi^\ 

I ft ■■nnin (13- Lilbq ■nd wnn.vi puir le- )IRII^ jnil hav4 hwi ovfTciaila im-nw :W kulTTi-Jiiii 
uullQ 4 Kr'FTarCTiiliLPrB Drtn lIk ixjiJiL&fq ■JUBfnJTsc JLi 2 EPA LlEafliBHa iiiJ aciVoJ I ] lim u ■ 
MmOfl 'JffrMiSS Mt pTfMIUf II 2 AOltdhO^. Ifd OCHUlhfltid W 9 

J Elftliw arH| lllrifcwl MJVKnOfc,TM^N. Wf= lillncd coma ncLjiki^ Jc^dnped ticr-Minci n 
tfeior<^pORdl .'■•^r<<l3PbPdbi4«lk TMlk4fd-aiBd5l UbdfTST^dHK flLiJam B^MliridUhK 
pirunnw: It* I > L^ P and Vb^jpn nu5nK -vul E,ipfl>i4#0 7Ti D vmiipi. wwOm 

Hmiti EbhKiOcd LkrCCnMA>B LkadCr^iiLdlt SdKvLsdifi- biJ -Ate L^l^^ TOJ S fciJi 

Ih* l.lMi.-*nqij •TfVVA^tirwrdi.OjFbB* of KiJ??™ r#*^tini. Awjfd: pi JIJ.B 
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Cjrricultjm Viluu 

( Si Piiiiicj4iTh 

LVpunifni ci Gwijs. Unrrerain.' ^iihau iSi-A 

,i»wiil( K^Hcrsk bcvloGnl. Kwir bovksT Lih>filiTS', L>F>sr £. AAifi S^: 

ciHM?r!sssiijLPA:iw.sji)(f 

^¥ipj| KiTni>ib^*i| -iii 

Ph D.. Cfipfcfi*', Tfrai. MM Llri*mrtf. ftllw 5wwn TX. IWI 

DiMfrWKfl iJpHvii ■•cJcpk rrP(*T!uJi'i' -md prmiip-^wi kuKlie' nf-^lwv 
nicrU m dikjLi Tuliijrwii. ^ pp 

h4 ^ . Clnilciof, LrnrTn:3jv of F^iti Giir^n-ilc 

Thou SUI jdiUR’lL in LSv uidl ^nl uhm. Truiii/wa croEnu, Errcmkd hy n uoBlru^j^ tnl 
iliUc ImriLflK ¥ DlMlIKl IJTrp 
B £ , Gin^Li^, Fu'itiAn LTnA'cldi^, OrEEiWilt £C, I^Z 

Silkiu Omu Otdk^oCihtnAjiN'diiidDiui'id'JUpiMi'iriJ Seium. ZJfp 
4.1 K.Sil>ljfVl'MRNT 

7.01 Lii pi'EMic .luriui^ FViyBuor, Dc^^K iC P, IJa li'CEUy iIlT □ P 

Altvit^ OA jOOXL 

701 1£ piKunc . lAA.'faid JlkiAdiAl £<iAMBbj. SUAUU& Hivu' EnA^ L-ihaiiATr, 

Uni4^niv ct'Cmcu. ITnu/f Ei. AjIhti 9C 3I1JC. 

7?7iii70l .liMmnJTvi^pi^r. LStpisindnti^r^^DSiV Umyni7«fij«4va. 

Alhm.'; UA 

J'W In 7CI I na^oMi SiTMiv". SiiniuWi Ki>v]kc4nc LdAinralrni. 

IJir^nitf rfOwiFPi. Diw*w E. Ailmi SC Slffl 

%0| In fkMiK^at limmFrh FUUh- Plijidv^ SidaD: pkandi. 

N ARA Jiiinuii ralir. B:ii^ TV TVKr 

llHIU'TFl' |{K¥K.UI(:il l.'«TKIU7?l^ 

iTlihls anJ lanJrnrrtiYT paichaniMia -rtf n-timdc nino'iJi. hKmnoiJid^|.m ard mncrd- 

iTTUiddc nicmdjiKa, plaivtvT ^idDncJiy, Htdpc Lm^^=l m bK^i^pcaJ anJ aifa]j.uii: niicni, mau 
]i|nllvn.dlEi, ^k^biai-boiai lEaafpai^rtTtcrlml uu^ib, mj ullxT majc.L4nMjviaad Iniauipia 

AVr,UU.l(iAMJ IftlMHW?!: 

SC+ ISI Daainliil Sam? ' lidiqPr iWp AV*™ «n-VipK^';m>nin<TrKlf ^ htmlE 
1*707 Irxha4i-il nliiliicJ.L X'fcain hll^ ^iruil Aiatima: hlaU of Fnc 
l.dki oTKEdl^iiun^ U 3. Sbuka- BaJay BiAJdiKai 
lyW PUiaddt AnMril NaliDiid SjpAod SMklih 
IfS^XciTituiM] Uir ThociuD hme Vltnnrdl AuhJ 
l?EO SKiki AuYVd. HiJiuy ITiu«il ,\nanl tor Sf«£4 AtlundiDflii 
lyw LHnel jVATml Atiiuhi TVttk 
IW BH KMUO smi' of IHM*. Tun! Mvizinf 
l?IOlturnEr-vpr'7rMui«f-HK' V<*r IV^. Tim MfgiziH 
Tnp WKnf ' itiFy. [iijwnfly Hipitpn 

1^ Ttw Ba* nfWhnl i hi'rw. Orand rt-Mnl Wimfr. TTfai^sJngnca kinnr™ 

IH^'CnliriciiE oFRcoT^TvIirwi. ETA^iO AAR: 

IMS- BraiakiEKAaJ uT 3^aiB Vi, 7k- ^Kjaific K^E3a>:K 3fao^y 

1^34- roijLajaJix(^ Ai-hcpDmi b. Hbcwi^ LUpaaty uf Kkniib 
I'l.-llLH.AtWNS 

J*ljiH jiirk C.R., RoinJ B .*^'hH- A. aiaj Aiakii C.T.F Miai-LnaJiladrwl itahlr ladlrypa in Lbc 
cnpa^nvKrtMl aoKiaxa In nrTrvnarvniiV.kA^M3 m ^aavaucAakvifl im/3du.na^r^jnn£illiai 
P/ikB^ fdilk^'C hi Aclksn. P EIuIttki, B Hiadd-ikr wJ Et AraVcrai dtC LLC, BiaiiO [^Idai^ 
TL, 

LTuim JJd.BLfftma W.A.ibiUaikkC.S tnd dhSLu!! &P 1«7 EITa-ittubit^iuiiuUiionor 
□noe okncro- m omMi.y:4yiui aiilulKin ferru- ImftliMiiHts tOr uir4ubiin.lHilih inJ'danBiinaij 
mipan. KotptHl laiih miMn. 

biErBoni.C.lvt.}lualEAP.,.LirTiK')M. Ktndnrk-C'En-iKitloikiuiV A iwn InAiHiorar 
liHhiti-itriioe'oinbkKdmrrouynmKiiTTFilimFmCniripKifEnrwnJH fqvpTH iTowfcol C%w, 
npHiJ «H wi I h [*p i I krm 

Q#a Y ~T . IrdvianpL f'.EL md IVa^l ? > illlT CkiaJIndui a*n diinlaranj mn- . an ai|M|if.dE 



75 


i|V4«i'ti(Truy.'Kri-b?lnTiri btsiiniin 6^ confmKM'tvAnJ rrdEiKni' i}f 

.S^’^JWrrabc otJ HLTikiiivnv^'A^tmDAj^E^^ pjnm | 

!^lk J M, Ghm^ K F., CtfribM Jr. J.C., ^'Ul3 Q.L. HjOiTtiutl^taPHTO A klul KjM^uBMfcC.S. 

mis ■■ ndiuior ^whm( in«iltlKil& lo.-lLitii Oioii^sf. 

:ihJ 

Ijz Y-J. ituHsirTk'C.S MJi G.L. mil J 14n Gmiu^uriiy-^rmik^rm ouv . ^ 

iw . ■] HM^] uutfobi- ilvfTi>04ii(«fian Ihm ^ (-^ccmiiuil KuftA'iH liid suinu 

ni'rtdr rniivivtJJWftI J i) i*Hi£i*^W«»7.-.Wrn*'ot!B ». aJW'JliS? 

ilncncF [jTfVT'O ■ '^raBfiik ^'JiL iaJ ^UJcni ^ 'feCiK l^f^m Fn^kvntMin n ^ i J|lL£ 

m^nojui Liicilc (TamKAmi TU. I L^1 171 

Ctimll M- S. OK] (laddSL't L Du Kknijnilip htut^n iht' h>ihvfi udi^Yi^ 

nvoTW ?r fn(>/ii1rr1)i>n4vf iMIi •ndiHu bom* ^■^^ (.iMmiiA! 7y<. Zl I^SZ 

Thin VL'.WckrG.li 1^4 U. k^BiFiwkC^.^./jTMiig rr., Mill G inj Wk^I J 

I^ErnuUdf^dxu iiiijTKmii nuF iifi nir, u rdA' iehiIil ’ lion utMic ^dfaLu-rruniuilKiildTAEi. 
t)«OKniiniu(iKijrr«iil»iir*uvinUi«iCihltfi.KiiiKliiikd Eat-aw/^vlti l4.Iji-3Fi 
llmiK'JM.. iicInmLjJ'.Lliptiiwil' A ind Hi<Rmt>*.'C: jau oid [nnni 

^unOnmJjm aF fmlevn irwdvaj in rr^sTTuI bmiFO-if iclaiimi in Liir vcRon Fmcic lirzrd 
F3i±bpiffifl u«idOliiji1 ^Fmjn. Yudk-oF iSCikAi. 15. II^ISdT. 

SidyiKt MAilYD A_ KuHiHck C.5. Ud Gu>» K ]0H EtTKI oF H .fiv tkpoiUi!’ PCBi Utd 

Hfl on EL^pa* ml hiirr nino^ chcmEdrY firwn l Emtsnnilcd iiih. nmii in EinsdiJ 

££ir44 - 4HJ 

Z]lH>'^'.»i>HllM4CS.MIISG..^'Ltfi«IJ HdZ^CL IWlliGOKtMmiF^-dldMinjhdlOai' 

of lid Simile' ™ K^Finiwkii. M.w'm CJiroJo^piriddiiimLn'^t.limii |>prrniiifr ] 1. 1\ T-JJ) 

Sviv-A.Ilm. PL ^ lt*iuiH-L r5L, Rivm A F- .b- , Fliwd H hhJ i^nc C H IW't^ShiFO m iiLiIjte 
[bMc Oki'M Siihla in KOiMy f^ihi ni-rfVy Vii'tb4dUiy itdPiiiy d^fibiOE A niiFva inx-scOj 
pnntui ilyiKlJIiOIi. JilOiEW. £ci it Tti/ttif. 59, 421t4Z}3 
Lw V-J. U’lgiHr 1 . taw Kill . Kmlni V 'b . klilhOl . d'Jf . md J I*«s 

TTvTvnuvdrniudui'dirnEiuir ^n nov., ip afiv umj rb.FTHEAAvTTwAji.iO~ 5 iLT^vmnn a ip nnw . 
ntif wiEdiibii: Un-niphJk biLiOii thM F^u rjdA^ncki^CF.i'^i 1T5.3QL 

Luoh, H.M. SHTiiiidk C4$ . tCiTKii Yf; HKl BdiTK3k P U tar« m KlKHdun !i«ln«fird cf 
ifw lo»fT rsiiw Italf <liwti «1 llw [k;JB :k™i.i!ph F<p"r Sw nrj^^,^'u^dur 

ilfWrrniiy UM, I-4A3 

BuiiO C_ l^iUuvL L.. HiimnKfi C MtJuaj S. RiJ SOaittd J JDO^ MdiUl idciUilud (IfiiRsjda 

r a lukifill ioniiinuif ootl oanbunoniiKifu. ]ii|>li£UiHii IWEEUHtiucn C:irAAM«wnui 

yoTKinTfW l±. « 

Sndbin, I.L , !k . IttfviiH-L rjf aJ Slurk 'kid. Lhe| n a p:Ac vFm uwEilinE-TEWcoEh IkiL. 

tMIVb|^>HhljilMiei]''40iWdillAalV.ldJMi'iJim«lliJCnHeffA]dlfH:d jEtMlf. YwiA JJ. J-C. 
I^nen A . Kims littilb A.I:. HufliHWk CSL iVKtdi 1, IYkitiu K. K . Smnm/tKis ILH md 

.r^mipCL liHil SiiMT.niB'nE %TEm^iTEE7l ial^craiki Fmii afww^i il|p[ i^irrvTBC. idicr^iiii 

52MU7 

Kdi«tni¥.V.I4iiHiH'k(;4k4ridvii'Hsii ; mi AlmbitHmivtiildf Adnltld cWh: w IFm 
CEtfini -mrHEVrmli $Ectiar> V] nrtTOWf^ilTTi|a.md riii^aTntL-. Voj ri ~l'pgiTj OiTimo. 

EFiA£ajn mj LFe Bhjikioaay uFLik:^ In L^iUr^rGlFipxiE m ^Vvwti .lioiiiiidi onV 
AiihiCAli^ityfCmi} fB] 1 SdliltHflA UiMtF Ai4ik±nii: FlMdhtrL DonkNh, 11 . . 5?5-f 12 
iluidnfz.Lcprz f.\ Kmiin'k i:2$ .Kuinu Fl, Llmdo H. md L'UlHlkfib li ?hu 'i>ci»tk 

^ElKV^Wwi p WT^gjiEnAn nJulj iIheAh. Z^njnnEAiai didki ifA. 

2}tmj^ C2. , Fi:tA= B . Burli^Dii . tauiicL A . Viih^ Q.. Hiri^ Y anJ hipiHalLC. ZOm LipiJ 
tMiindildfimddiitk:diii«ii{>dibiifnii4tniinwdmrd'ildfu<sid.<V«LkwuiHd hkuMinilc. L^t 
JnpluiKXK fir bKsmbinvKiJ 4^>nKi nlK4'ipri)i.'!V!^'ST*'.F2(W.iiEn Cosnwblp iTiTMAIF. 
1|5TsH(f) 

linETEE Lii^iE'C mJ hiHHch Y'.K. 2lki| Bnj|iUiiwi kBcba uiJ lEciui ulufv ^rliLKWiai^ id 
IliKHllId ItaltdTK' U 15 jC UIJ I ilbi ijfUHtt (TuIHniUlL 55TJTI 

djin £.. UilKo M. K.nHPiMi.i' K ml jidnun j; A mi T ith Kndt mitrikof dlmdriHl ikiin 
oilLBdiEilTTvn wink FpIeot Ainwm ^EVTL.3bdai h|.121-d17 

IbipjiHAilAL.FJrai^GL.Li V.Huriii J. Ii'hIiR. aikD.H nJ Phcipr.J Z(lU CkihiAiuJ 
hiilldeoi OMlft niKUiniUUUAllMIdJHl Alfl'lJBiniJlIilV FdQIII-redUdtlS bROidlU dTFUttl fjASf 
IM.S-tli 
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HLrlchn 

II C. 

T««t|i .^ITdrMIL. ri-E., IMT 

T*i>* ^*^[iJHWi*«)>y.WI('h«TT¥Jry.M s. iww 
l^mcnitT si LWof^ii. Sfil t.i^'BQrwnaljl ^'tnn., JX, I 

.^(*#tfnl[ Aiv^nimi'nii' 

join lM^uir-H>i>f(»^i£niH|Ty,.j;<ian 1*1^4 

.^CUL-luOr .ijKciilc hlJ^mu^-EtlO|pJ^:kcTli■ln, UdA 

irW'ZKWI .UnlAVl^i«Mi;i<niL«Mi:lK:*ihuy.3H.EI-r.^GA 

l<H3J-HW TwiHiJn' AmkIhi (KwHJkA SU^L L«iA 

J^knli: 

^nai. L'C., juJ KM. &Erl»jh lluhraakny. In-IMu l^niidMEjEr HmEiliJiiEi bv SdEElJhT' L?«UiiJ 
UR.PiieH H*. Dk f. I??!. 

JkliEl KeevitI IkHkiivt*^ |AI HAkvwA Aiizrul AeIkIie £ UHk i tii.pifVT. uiee I'/tiy. 

'll ■■>! 3.C, B£. I.Urvy. ivid Mt!. ILiirii. 2M~. EbaEvril in -kEnEnl uf inn^ilHn li dK 

Hiv^ %Df. iluHL^d isbE IT IMT, 4>i.lCL2:l \,iirie Tii^ I liHf: 

* 

^kvnvi. J^‘. IMl 1 llErtic'k^ ml |3i.j. k.^ijh. JIQT. I yAiri IfeipEmm m i. linElBfi n| nuhM^ ir|ELhr¥i 

iil:.tAi^l>aJu.llir I 7 Abr ]UI; Ju: llbJIJ^V^lHU^ItH^ Vslc*! J 
S^AAkkJ.C.. M. ll-'^LEi. F.XI. JlEf1ki.h, X F. XLljk undS..-!. .iJiUiniE XO?. TriltEf lAglriLiEii in 

4 r4di][t>-<!n.p[^i iktoi nilF Lin|lii4iHl divtiH^IIJ ■laniK' im^r nnifdjain PEHiilKd 
□liin: IJ Lin llUTi As'l4k.II.U.vi^jnidj«in' A' jAie / mE J JlUlltp IT.H-IU |ShlJ.> HHU| 

■1!ei, XI_ jig. IkHiiH. A. A JWn B. FicnlEa. XLI.. XIimi. inj XL'C. INex. .XhJT. ^ETlion U^rfairirn id 
2H-DLHimiikErmiJ ^i4 haliEHiv^Ewd In in .yllinJiuiL 1^1. i'lmiv^KrE 4-T.IJ5l-1i£lI 
Jbbim. IkP. J.C. iidiHin. KM. tS^nuli WH.. Fik ('Fintiyf ('jHpiytoJir iPtMdivy Him ■jfi’fi lind 
.^i«3hrn iiiiTmiiifiErii fly-T059-I<iJ-i 

E% R. Jlrip^pTmiri A kwEC, Jl^. Scxman. 4^ IkniA. JjjK. ^.FTeeIi iif XlEmhiJ .Mid I'kinfdul: 

.TMiEHbiKAji «n the IJiEy^iiUih^ EFJjcAd lFli| b IfkiAitaii Sufl. BiJkta ud'bMIiiiunTiaiyl 
-(.'oniiMliuijiyi mS VonJHlCifr. Jti yl^?W 

Aiux, A4.. lx ITmwi. a ^E|xm, •* XI I'jtla. Mil Si; Memmi 7MM. XiuniEH id 

■I IviljiiinMil UflcilbEn in L'dfdtnuaJ IX'inMid l.i^nEErirf in MEiEisEi. AlII-.IA 
IlidLhbu. J., I.C. ilcMTU. B.F. Mad £.A. .IhirioE. JliMlh 3i4uh; lEMjkJrii diiin fli mJi 

Aditidud UlU UlkJ.-l I’lTiidt ild' idUllliMi Dl CiSU liMitldlii’HI ny:^lit:ii ifcj 

Jiix-dvimwdlrt ■piiHi K-^'- I'mthn*. I : Ah.1. .A.l^.iia*l 24Z R IJI-Hl 

IXndim. 'J, |3K iiEluui, Jt^. Sicmtui, rj.C. .Hjiuu, aid I. I'tar^. iJUX. AnEijE and ^fElajun 
E^EL'ulaM ill VIueJ. l-l3[D-BiEddoA hiI. In Cud G^rdiBlui. BjlEcdnEbi fenviiiMfirnld: liain. 

SVA AX K.-!.: ThM^iliA I.. FimtinL T.. .AIia A K {Mdih ^4^ p. I 

K.4^.T PiniJim. JLG. ^MiMT 2(>IH.G[4l CcnibJHni liy'pr^Aiifi.jnj'rklrP'K'nldJ I'h 
B In 4'nd 4'mtiiMnEn Ilypmdacli jad iMErrcfifiBbl lauaii. SajwB. ICII.; 

r-n-anim'ilj. I.; iXmiArn T.; iXjvx A JA jRibb 14-] -p. d-4. 

JLG. &auiiA C.H. JmiC±. IMJia. Llii:4i4iLil JUfdirE Bd iLixidAXVE 
EUiea lx Md* nlfl L«a-Ldvd. (.'nl Ei^dlJn m Tdllim V>inid «1 TdllKlOSb iXd 

l.nirmnBlil lliallhRari A FAI:! I -diniMT IIH^ )II|-Jl.i. 

BiiIiel. C.D., L tXAjoEL C. RimDcL i. XLiIb-ji Bd JIC'. ^EinBi 2duS. LIctd ilfcnuliiai pitmcimei 
■ d * tkiirill EEdNiiiiit Lid EjontdAuh sabie: liivliLnF>rM rod AdidliUPii UvudrirMiul 
CnblKiMtbk 

I6i y.r !!h». J.U.Mnnn JhdJlCi SdEwn W&A Sofpdnp and BBipiTi (iHndlM- ■pBiP’ in xAibrndm 
Inm Lhe MavMiMdi ftdarr anj IlMiTirl IUei. J. Oofd I h BeJe^, TddI-2t)lJi. 
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M., J.C. i'l^. Jin, Yll.. Sbir^ irJ kijC *. Pkcp. licuibir^ cHnn^hcruJ tofpbofi m 

vjriiHE-LLn^c iid. mirm 4ie kTFJr-l^r-3 aiipJcl. J. lf!i4JiMJ IrikH'iE'C 3a. 101-| I ^ LTL-I T&. 

Rebel ILT., ^ J. Riki. JjC. I^cum. inJ C. T^Arkin. Hhc icc -if -IvurTiL amJcbif; n iirtiniJirv 
irldun pl^TKcmiCidlHilHi. EmilnMifTK-iul fjMKkKH. 1 2‘A. 24J-2Hi 

JjC^ V.M. vutvj. \a. E.P. JkKmm, S..^. .Ihtflw. Md PhL Ruru-ub 

4VT-ina1^lln-' \Km frfiiinlrw^ SSWi -Md^ndn^: i^Mynn iVid hjxh r»HilH- 

r-^n.iiv»f|ifcjTla|':^(pfi««cri | J:*, ?,iy-’2<3 

A. Jl*:. I^nru^ O.M. lapoc, O.R. kJ*. < Inci. .!k 119. knieni u rcoqp4mpocKn iJ 

m faribiin ilH|h9uJ lik. J. Ejminisfmljl l^HlAHclihilY, U: 9^BLM. 

IEIlIilOiL HBL C.D. riMjiL ILT. Kebd, J. ILT. J.D. S.7.Kh^ Kid 7X 

EUe. 2MX i1i ■.'MLnanoil ritiJ rfiptiMiia. }ikilcK^- Ju 'liilrin-C'iimJiiiifukd ChiniziJ^iki il’Ac 
Ra^’inhdi3Ui.ih:Sh£.^iibrifi:4rixX7iWd Suai.ldi.1ronriyNal'i3K4«:t<ri:N. IZ.ITp^I. 
ll«ft9C4k. IXF-. h^.'l'. Kthl. rr. HHiiTf. J. ^irv^r. JC*. ^urrwu JT. S/. ]i!lh^ 7L 

nuti. 3C4Hi I'fvim pfc fci|iiHhili iljUj ^ dM KavAfiA ■n-'4>' I LVA ' Ih'AcT vura^fKr^ 

ronodJalim ail Ivdnibf^J Rtccrjk J^DCccikni. nf Ihc 4lh Iri L''rYii'. 1^ bl^i^unKC uid 
bf^imraH C]Ll{E-2]!k^|. JlkknrZ^ IkaliHC, iluAibu 
GMi!iu M.. JjC. CL l.chnuAL ijpJ A. 2CM. .•\iutalk: iCiJ HELlIVirfi^UliL 

chMififfluilr^ari-'tfWNB MlrnfalimprMkHiik 
■^MrliL M. J.C. ^'Hun ZW4. C^icici\a«ti C\it MJbLf-iil Uiaat Mii 

EIWJTOIfiMjuit Sf*<JTna?C^ ■ 9 MIWA* Clljr' C*liJ Mi* K'l -IS-liT. 
iUniE, S A,, K^run f-| | |,!^ KIcBr^i^i. <4 '=<'fnniiafTi innifVHr 

middir^ «n vj^kt am ‘mpJir^ Bclki* ■ Alnelmi hiL^ L^K^cdinJi af Lbt; ^402 
■.'ordennue yn fcahirmaKilil ikioiir nd TRhmdjfjv. l.'juebidLvhu d. d.. eli. Cinajbtw. 
BmA^Preii^bld^ 

IhiL^i^m. JLhL. JLC ^4fTUd. EiA .^btrimv. m6 ElE. R.>*<lirh 2m. L^^uiv virdF-^fi In 
Kw 3 Z-'»G-T|J 

rKkwfc D.l'. F.M l^flTwh. M.L L"^h4fT tJ CmhdfTH. Jf S«nMn. C"I^' jttfts Tnc4i 

eJetwiI ^ihriBinp jp prwJIrv trier |. |:pr^aT¥i l>id ri:JI^3Mhlll 
J'KLnn. El.P., J.C. Kun^. Jiui 'h ILi^Xhi JlilU.^ .Inoik std lElEnua ■[Usuain in l fir ah Ivii 
■j^ikn. XJ. AJyx 0td.k4errT. InL'hanblf? «4¥noc KIcHcrid ii.nK kliMR.bd n- 

an-in. 

WimfL C. C X£«UKk. JjC. -ard L PaftkKk Ciw'hrTdin^' 4l -an ahMdimc^ lanflH 

4'fiUiiNrv <441 <iMiriKiiiTVi |rr iwdAalirfi. B4 b^-TP;. M'-'a -piP kPdldr. In 

Chrnirr^'onrm-RknwiiiilnB-lh'^ih KJijMff.M pg IP^-I^L. 

Ji;,. M-^tacrin.ll I' Jackwifh I' fIcrMth ^iJ |' r^TviTk ^lll.lv .A M^ti^ Ttilmijiici |br 

shnElrriHr^ Limfdn rm-erd ^dibilE iid jhI pnadw.dB' Eiikikk. [l ±TI-.t9i^ la 

1 1. M 3dJm iihJ A'. L , nbi. <3k«hnriiil nl uF bciv? meLjb m 

haiU LxUii FulMiihna. Yi«L 

S^iafe. J.C, JL IlfKNi^ BJ. boknn. afd V. \>i]r-'x 2m. ta ^ T«airKm ii 

I piptfR^i^w J IJM. 

^nn M Md J.C K^pnwi iny? ^ mII-4^vmi inmmMt q 4 AtTiM li^'4P \pm- m inpl< Ip^r 

middi. J L^bnil nilErC^ Kci.j 

VaJrv.^ VM, E.hS. l^ny.C!^. LCcmwL aJ Jl'. Keutwi. AMI2. .VbJtrplE iBsrI pucB u |istrtKjrin,i. 

Ukeiv- Hb AlEitiiuliivi uF fa>A«JeHfj pavifdai Sci. & TqlItijI. 34{Z54-2b2. 

IdLiL. CX, JjC. SeiUajL ad W.M. !M3J^ 2t4(l. inufcill[|- ui idii«LLdiJ w'm\ iJdLUiiD 

akJiMdtliJc-G^l^paaTi Sdl l'«4lui>>t. \ 2J\2Xym 

■?mpn 3C. I !L|*ih«i. P M FWri*^K 2^2 lrTfT¥>hliP‘.niwi «l .p>i t" in <i^iprTlna»rf 
uiimiU iiflr^ nml vrunJiMra. J. I'.pvBcii I.Xiril J«Ji-< 1 lm|^jj^ 111:1 
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RLFKV^'AR.ULUtlT^ 

Piu^niiT fWl^ Rj^-iedlH 

L>t^'tainiC i/F1iii 

SiLWruh LtMruoo 

TIh I'lvii n I O' nr ciMiV J 

IJTju-trE 

rtlkfll.si.'Z»IWlJ¥A 

r dqAmc: (UHj Tl J-lnflM, I-aS.: rkll^k Hl-.'liO*. >^iiuil' 'harilajtirdAiii 

kKnK.VW'l-l I^TK’JlkN'I'X: 

II&cLa riTnaliroJ an4 utkaif»paiE -Tiilmfiuniia m ^'•^■L■I Man lAi-kllurdL-EEnhilErn; Kmiimin anJ 
■ut^ufciJily iiJorrt-BiBdEiJ MEtiiaai aJ hje^e ^bM; ■Jo’uniLi vT nuliimi mi’.»TilAiJniil 
Ma'OtlYrhdl id Ci’^Ull lltai WM(#J>e&: I’iliUtkia* dikj <4teE[UtaWi latj rMUh:E 

riah^nn^l 


.IC'ArVniir E-WTWiRCH 7(R 

I^.D ("nn-inlo |Jd^'(|^h^■»^^^|rH I l'iiaidriTwiiri:Ekii]ror{E>y47i]i'iiHl«'i 
Ik S. l!niw4M tWSh iI!Nn£.' in«c>0 


ni:NkKliK|l3%M Amn^T^mvi^ 

lSii'»-[!(vt4ni kWwHnr. L>;|>fFimnp ni nmi OiN'!®', «t 

]VPa-fviEuiil A 'nauav lEElitaE -i^ P'.aakEf^, rkifEiEniK' 

i'JVYi-lfornl kioiirT kcacaiah Ejdik^L, k£wDvur kn'cr raEiriq.y I_bIheiI(tt 
ilHJLH-fiAEiil .IdjuKl JknlaHr, I IcpumicBj ■cT'^iJiijgJ klEKmEi I 'loijun Llrvi'Enih 
Dniun iJVi'ElLjDii] ELubfQ r kJv^K^:lrl^' Eidaunkify 


HEr 'EM FttrPh E^K jSaE. Af'TI'E I UEl 

NatknJ EtciojEEk CamieII EkutaordT .kEiJmt LJSEiETEjaA L’Vjwt^Set l« WeIet bEcaiiaia .VElj>llici li 

ihc L'.a. EiFhfk'. CL4rLitarKE «i Fn.-ULiiJili)a oTEk CHitJief EvtftfKlEii 

.^4UljL 

EwfEiMH. Lfoy-O!'. E'Munat? ro kkiwckiiwiiJc ud E( 4 fW[idn vjiuiim ijr UHUk'miv: 
-krrlitf ninn f'JT llEniymm M>EP|<nMii. WJ-ki: i'lmmrlAA nn T:ii»fain> ijl ■‘i.pjn: 
E«h7ihi«i' liclinHi. rH«liK<ci|y mt ki4h; FA^. I-Wm? 

iMljlriE -r^ nK4r^{Lai MEndiar-nT r^ajjmdl r^dnrrt 

bc.ka 'duiiBun. licadivncDl rminillcc 

MitiEna] Ir^ii. KiaaJoJlrn tUrLiEEk I'aeI firdiz SlvfeimJ I'aikE hEda^EiJ hAcinJi kE^iiavadaip l^m^nra 
rkIa^k J by Lk klElkn friMraiilacTE. AiOU-p=aRBj 
kiEBi ■ri'D^fiaK. EAkr. fkEE II^E Etika^ridii ^E■lfli^am3 WLsEiaa ^laOl^aihrt 
Nibaja^ Aiimur Fiidjilalnm OjnnllEr ilT'VliilEn Iv rr*im^' Uk HkiiiH hTrDbdElar 

fx Pl' LHT. jid Ln« Ttn Kstivvj Nnidiad Advlaoo' BiawA LHtn# 

^iti >1(irlPa LHPdxa. IWalia Kaial Irr la<ui£l3tMp C'fi^llAdad Rapdfi. 

EWkJlKJ SwKo'ol Midrici' kTot FwtIdPM. LSWk^l:. Thiwurar. [PIT-?o. r^iKlI S-Jdiibnf. Htj-tt. 
iwi-tm [kuj-ii' Aniipia r'Mr rara-?o.ii: (>|kn'^rM'»«r TDO) 

ImrmMiiimal .Innoaini fn- E-ocIr^v lIUTRLi^d.lE ^'kje lbnl4aTl ^LWiE; .'i£axElMT\--E.ETacnl, 

IVM-dlJ SkiTdEilET HAiLar, IdVtkCH; l-.TEEidvE riiaad | 
licciElv ul lA EllinJ tkaEntuli: Tlrrajav Ajdrm. ~l'«uLjl ilan U'Ellnak. ^ hil ii I’hrir tirini'!'' AH35 
liCcTTkiiwI ^afnaDD la hiatilad Yi-'irdkak. Xaajmi^ -ChBa. LFnaEadirii a.'^EBllK 
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KEl.ETJEDn BLJt'.inCKVSlHH r-<«llLMJ>n«i: 

rvLlbvuk. 

D. F. oJ n. R. ^ihirllx ICibj. ^QOd. EctAjjg^ qfEfnir*-:ih{rm^Er/Kinvr H'f^Jljn^. uF 

^Mk. . CA. m p. 

KcErni •.■•.^nAl Mikkt 

rkawM.i:i dridK.R nu«44drvlrii uiK'^ J^rJruii ptinb wladlliii^^^WTMrJr^' 

dL-vdifw-mln nucK^-CoiuM HIm MdMdi-. ■^'dilanJi-iInpim) 

WrCMU. 1 ^. O. Bai7ti‘,‘}4l..-MIXtMiK.'Vhriril«i ZWT.!3a^'iilMilF^df, GM^ri:MUfh;<H-tUfpOn 
irTf^PMiv^li^ 4t drn-irvflrHrrdl Uo*^- m * law coawl rl'rW. A?i>]{4alri M 
'A'jilp-'Hfnniirui Nip<i Im pn»i 

I.PiWrwn rj;r..K K-lwJrtT-prrfH- R ^pr*”- S!R 4 I rraN-^ly 

pn-iBMnj Acnn^-^MnrM npanMi v.’4dMVf \mw. z^:2\ b- 32 j 

V-HJic Chant arrfR B ^fertu 39f^.Et«p^iiKvi-'d4:i^0C'olaM<raiy4«dMtdr#d 

Icpirr^ prW rw' wifL^pi^ sirwi^ irphwf^^k 

amxKMi ioHruJ 4^ bManr 

[^1 ll? -^IIn R> U- narHi. £41 Hk awdvc-yur n^BV nF rdrl-pnaf^ ui^>cvu-h hiriiBlard 
fwbrvid I'linih. In rlalif^rkpf Fh^n 4 'Bipd^ frt' ^-iicanh 

■¥!Ktt^6^}^\4^7. 

Nharlli, k. It. C. Rh. aiirirwi nti fX 1^ ^ilEU’di. Xiris Fnc pJanir^i in iqwouim rakmnta 

■ hm' mcccJ inixii tK«i}i CnulniX J'.cidi^Kil RnlcriAiK la:L 1^1 

Ik £acvci, n, k K. ^uil£, ]. bL iThJ C. J3 I^Lxlim jUiU InLir^ j pmivr m-;jEliliivi 4jrc4cli 
§K rtikwi^ CmiIiJ biiin i^rnMiKi n eILjhJjl knlfranin KErAo^y L4- lU— iriP. 
iLda^ki. I- L »d k h. jUIIA. Hopmo.-ol' Amiifliin ^mil ifuaa ^^lulh sf-ndcrud 

l^i Joih 1 4al id'Lhe ikiidriliBk Bukimruc LrAkidTls-pidmi. 1-17:1 \A - 1 LI. 

I licBicuE. ^ □., 1. J. lihkftTr. k. b. TAitrtLi Mti. H !^. C-dlira. CiknoJ Ima siskin inJ aJlni^ni 
Bid. kjmii ubi^En ii^tdi Ulimlqp. lire in nXcApiric fnnla .^nrnuB Awmil ■>r 

Mdhoicr. A kl. 1^. Ct ^kverv k F- CjiJe sd H. it. ^ikarlLj. JLUf. i'.rCn.b -dC ikimirml sifius. la 

V^Elalimi lAniic in i^iivLiid bay iAiJJbi^ Uli^uy j sidU-^'-c^i ^umhl. Ju^imd uF Ai* Ti^te^ 
B«UWu^SO<^ liiZNIlrJilP 

i^lkib. B. F.. H. Hl StiirlU. JliJ K C. CiPHmI. 3105. lUH'k h i*» ^I'hifTiLau hMP ^ btflrtuia ii rih i'4d>' 
pi'y^lji KdllkMan n^Bji^KrA FPboI. F^dvl KcdO|i^‘ itaJ i^Uu^irclinlC JIB 
kliJIraic^g J. ¥A- L. Z. Barbp- iiiJ HL R. Ihhnhi 3105. Socdl bw^-^EBLlMiU lEliLiutcJi^ ni 
hCft4i:ii:4a 

rarv^ma hsi: mpraiPiai- Ir. diPiaJlG-i7n.iiHlv. '□>’^npu:k 
I \}N(m. 1 A. ^ XwxL D. \- Kapki and IL ^^A^He. 2ri:i3. PTi}rT«(irKilr« ftirarJijn m6 ihMlirn 
ruiTLe iKM In a trfliaMlriJX-d r-x^ani. FinituI oI RAdlr^d>ikal m6 MucHwCTk^UKry 
7f,i-in- 
a^i 

|'mm|^ £,] V., H M Shirlta an^ | A,~f iniV!- I Icpciiq. ^vvikt oI Iwn 

=aJbfl 

■ paia, Ti^ikj fof^inLa aid T. or^'aj^ltTh^-lTvfduocac^ Inm l.!lirvK. Ama>±o ifKTuJ 

IkiLuTi' 

^Z.IEbl-ll-f;!. 

L'^lliu J .ili.^rau .zad ll. k. Kbrili. ZlU-l. kvil EdTEEli iin BiEniKil iBEirdiLu^i Ail 

naazdriim uf ieIAl euJ rum IT in nniLuwi b^toinf heILahK HsI^i^IeiI Ki^^ccrir^ 

147^] 1 3. 

L L_ B B. C-dlcH aJ R. A !>birlLj. ]DQ4s Du ftAlE^d Il4£t.^le uiJ Fslm 
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T*c«' ^'intipninHi (witKMrt-ii[ih!in)»roJi’ I'WBiliWktj wtJMjnaiwiwrFl'fO' 

IJ-W. 
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EtiiA. U«Tfit»iij-ird pJ» 

H>Ui.lTUK^ 

aiQ-l ITiTI rk Ltariamr nE l'ki¥^i^ Tin^idcp* 

i«i n ap^ rfUm nw^ii. 

KCNKAULII IMEXKn'Jr: 

* l.p.iFnnEiU mriyficAdMmBy 

•• aid crii-iitn^iNd. J uai rt^ ijf rirtJp. rfidiKii^. »d CT^pn^rt^ w j<iJni^ 

.inmiKMir .irrcM^TM k'hts 


2Cm jfi^vncf .^wmAml l?kp«iliKid lannnnraLd IfemJli Ifacm. I'kc l.avrral^ 41* 

■> 1 c«f|ji.-Cdki£<-<l'hlUiL Ekdih. .^kTEt. QA. 

^'nvi rerun nn'CJWaiJi'. .‘^u^'tiud CViIIb Cji EMiiLmciii J ^^inva. lie l^nikTriiri- 

W4-UTK JamAii:ViUu^ ■A'JillIri PwMk^^ aid l*i Hdrfjcd 

nvq.rui -4tLW^ -iiUlyBEri f'druffia Frhlriwwrul bJiua, Thi 
tiHLxriihp 4l OBdiiLL Smiudk kna MK4a|^ Umrv AjLn, ^44!. 

^ofijnS .<4Buun. I'xdraiEEtq^ ail k*iiK.i4fV irenpL diviEfiik 

ihvET bHiv 3 JiKf^ BV^ . 34.'. 

T'la.'dimr .4nnkfiiL MeIih^ [ ^ ]| lls LVik-rr^h uf i^ruriim 

AikihK. 

|4ir|']m SrvtCvtT/. Ti;4Jhi!44i!-' I'n Riik. Mtmmwm t'lPiriiii#! Ctf. 


HLnMKtJ? tfi Hi.ii:'A.tiu>g 

I. viM*. J.U. U'A. fclupLJra. BlH Jb.LHB. 4Z.fls J^qwbkL Ejnekri. Hmccmyrni uf Ijiec dninh ii. 

•Irfri Vijri .1 #< iBfifv. 'bi^iIAi'm vf|jti9.iwi ImJA Ml ■.^riinvivll kJin|n1. .Fipvnvnvp^i' 

f*PMc 

BjHL I U I.II, J. Ikaai. J. rirlK. W. Msfiltv. IiJIbbk iA iLviim nU»d nreiiy 

Emn^im m Inr -14 oidEi)-. C'rmniMU^ limEV^CA/L'AMUirv: Jh.hvie. 

PiKiHd. /D. Mn W.% I h.r^ifc -i^ I'hrtnT. Mr\ MT Mnk^i. h^'Mrtv>> Til tn larWiJctK 

.+jiyhAiJM^ Ip ifNrkJfl pid Vp*rd (tog liftPip n ^ 

SIW.VMtifiilvJhp n«4#iw . <' Tfl |WL« 
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NxiT 9[, 'AM. DoKMI 3E. l’Brli*.*-19^l. 204^ Eft^li 14*^11 J pticnin ^ 

lELfdlml ii%J lUr IuKh> KJiBPJ'^ifdLh liJ'iJinliifilni ■ic'^d^.^iig vi ^ri^nJas rfijvuEv 

7^. ]T^>hl^ 

LvrlBT. ilAL. B.t. ]^Lmii, lA'Ji. I kifi Ln C.^lkcmnL iUH^ iHLiim dtJ pwtitJ L^nclai^icii 
of pMtiu irm^ToJ in ■ihnd. bmJci id'iifcniiMn ii.'fcc Holcrn fcicc li^ad 0 t«^ 0 ponj 
ccndfenji^rX ^'nviTCnHiJi hd a^C'^vuiii?' 

JlakHn. IlF. W.A. ILufin. J. L'nrtaE. J. Unm. ind T. I'oiaDD. 29tL ipcctdiivi ii 

■ EaT.K Ac in I Eiul (Yf lElijnp; hnm 1^ LIseib ■evjc' iu'i ipc-cbancbr . eutox 

baik anJ liiuc ifcvdr^wma tMLvii lU. aid lliMliii U-Jt Idx lie Vim aJ K«k^ id Cl^nhrv, 

I 'in^4}c L'k. Ih^ind'toYi 341. 

I '■rlw^ J 1C j £' M li^c " *" _ " _ r* •*• ^ r "j •"•* 

NraEjaidaBni in uipJvhu Inse iitidiri^|,4'uTJIia bir ^nlind'L AiMuauMvi'^riMtiJW IMClM 

Ii.1 

rdrlfc+i J’^F.JWirH.a.itw ZIM ri^ipi- wwij«K^Mi-»o4»*i^ifri<ii|flnfl<rutiim|F<TW'ihvs 

.p*t^r^*»u4P>-2WIT|c JWW?-. 

I'drlP#^ J^F.Cri Ai^.^AII^4H.>ifWri.^ IHffii ?mi 4f 44c4r|j£;irv nl^Lvri 4M.ir?' 

MMl40 e^|^:^Li^ y HUtiffii lELfdd C^ijw ipftFfvx^Mt*} lirf^iL fT'i'vnewT^i/ TcmiAv^ wiF 

l'4r\vr. J M-E. El. A«h. .^. Elcffd>i afJ ]L .A. Uvtfii 2if(fl. viTwy 

kk^HI Mv*n- x^pi^rE vf lifVM or4K ^idA■IPll^:i4Wl * 4 . ^invjT^nr^vWK 

.lfii%raL-i3pJ4Ji iA. iiiii uw HJTi SliZ^ ]4i2Z-J42S. 

I. ■rLar. JL XI. bvJ C. K Jij^. 14Ms DR«taf^ raciLif 7 ei 4 .vhi:c inJ hmemlii'.n in lir-iE ■jfllr 
MlAcna k9.VBJ j'nji. fcJ^-dtwiwnf/iM in^iJpMBi'injnwT^ ?1ljl: L-I^A-M] I. 

Ijlwh^ I' i^EE. iral I. I’lwwTf HJtll. Ikdlk raki tan cdiif^otlmucni \idi 

1 'omMir-BV iWM-l^. 

.itaETfUL t. Id. lAmHL 3. I nrtaE. J. '**^^1’* L 3bt& uiJ H Hc4v. (-rsm-arL ifilcK 
■uin. C'aniMir DO JdE.VB^' ^AI-SC lL 

Khar^ [Jl J. 4’rvlnp od U l?nma 1W4 HEf^aEi^ ta lUnii Tahia dl IDwiik-lJia-id:nY-sd Y.diu: A 
:en[unud nlmr Aai>4cm td uuoum' lie ban la tunn. }ilmal^M^ f(£f^qij^ca/ ftJi^ .4iuinujii 
VT.VH.1 


c:R.i.?m5 


•' — - llpflru 1 ?^ X 'IIE^ .^ndjvn- MkjJ ZrTT7 Ttu. Pua nd alfEEi% Of luniiKd 

■ nd pndo. ^.’urnljud div^ 1 UruJahtd uminliJ liv^3wi un^ l^rv^E aid rriEivifueBruafK 
lAJii^uh 1/.^ ^.PA.%^7.0V0 
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(ii) Appointments 
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- Walter J. Weber Jr. Distinguished Lecturer, University of Michigan, 2004 

- Soil Science Society of America Honorary Lecturer, Soils and Environmental 
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7. Awards: 
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- Soil Science Society of America, Soils and Environmental Quality, Honorary 
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- National Academy of Engineering, member, elected 1999-present 

- Best Theoretical Paper Award, Environmental Water Resources Institute, 
ASCE, 2004 

- Hancher-Finkbine Medallion, University of Iowa, 2000 

- Rudolph Hering Medal, American Society of Civil Engineers, 1998 

- Distinguished Fellow Award, Iowa Academy of Science, 1996 
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• Center for Global and Regional Environmental Research (CGRER), Source of 
Support: Iowa Department of Commerce, 12/1/2007 — on going, $600,000 per 
year. 

• Sensors for CyberEngineering: Monitoring and Modeling the Iowa River for 
Nutrients and Sediments, Source of Support: Iowa Water Center (ISU) and 
U of Iowa matching, 3/1/2006-2/28/2007, $109,378. 

• CLEANER/WATERS Project Office, Source of Support: University of Illinois 
(UlUC) and NCSA, 7/1/2005-6/30/2008, $3,000,000 total (subcontract 
$400,000 to Ul-Schnoor). 

• Phytoremediation for the Containment and Treatment of Energetic and Pro- 
pellant Materials on Testing and Training Ranges, Source of Support: SERDP 
(DOD), 9/1/2005-8/31/2008, $729,975. 

• Superfund Basic Research Program, “Effects of Airborne PCBs,” Project #5 
Schnoor P.I., Source of Support: NIEHS, 5/1/2006-9/30/2010, $750,000. 

Chairman Miller. Dr. Whicker. 

STATEMENT OF DR. F. WARD WHICKER, PROFESSOR, RADIO- 
LOGICAL HEALTH SCIENCES, COLORADO STATE UNIVER- 
SITY 

Dr. Whicker. This is supposed to advance, but it is not advanc- 
ing. Okay. I am a professor emeritus at Colorado State University. 
I have been in the business of doing radioecology teaching and re- 
search for about 45 years now. My familiarity with the Savannah 
River Ecology Lab stems from spending three years there doing re- 
search on my own full-time, and I have had a number of graduate 
students that have done their research there for their dissertations 
and theses. 

I think in the interest of time I will come back to this one. The 
importance of the Savannah River Site environment is important 
to recognize both scientifically as well as in other areas, education- 
ally and so forth. The upper left slide is an aerial view of the Sa- 
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vannah River Site taken from a satellite. It shows mostly green 
surrounded by farmland and some urbanization. The large res- 
ervoir on the right hand of that green blob is our pond, which I am 
going to come back to in a moment. 

But when you are there as a scientist working, you would almost 
think that you are you in a national park. It has a tremendously 
diverse wildlife and as many people have said, it has been a Na- 
tional Environmental Research Park since about 1972. These and 
many other species live there, and they are exposed to contami- 
nants that have resulted from releases from the nuclear reactors 
and other industrial activities at the site. 

One of the main issues and things that the laboratory. Savannah 
River Laboratory can do is that they can get involved in the ques- 
tion about cleanup. The key to this is determining whether cleanup 
is really needed at all, not necessarily how to do it, unless it is im- 
portant to do it. This requires risk analysis and the sciences which 
underpin the risk analysis. 

Cleanup costs, if you plot the level of contamination versus cost, 
you have two distinct thresholds. The biggest one of which is when 
you decide to have engineered cleanup. At that point the costs go 
up by many orders of magnitude, and the SREL science applies di- 
rectly to that. 

I want to give you a case history if I can of Par Pond, because 
this is, I think, an example that really speaks to the value of the 
laboratory. This is a large impoundment created for cooling reac- 
tors. It operated for about 30 years, and then it was shut down in 
1988, because the reactors were shut down, but the reservoir was 
still there. However, there were some leaks in the dam, and they 
decided that they needed to figure out what to do. 

In order to reduce risk in case the dam should fail, they dropped 
the lake level 20 feet. This exposed cesium-137 contamination led 
to designation under CERCLAi that something had to be done. 
This required a management decision. Yet there were several alter- 
natives of how to treat this ranging from draining the reservoir and 
breaching the dam and repairing the dam and refilling the res- 
ervoir to contain the contaminants. 

Risk assessment, one risk assessment was done by an outside 
firm. It was a paper assessment that said that it would be okay for 
somebody to farm the land, but SREL research showed this not to 
be the case based upon actual data. It basically showed that ce- 
sium-137 has extremely high plant uptake and that moves into the 
food chain, and it would produce a lifetime risk to somebody living 
there that would exceed the EPA guideline of one chance in 10,000 
of getting a cancer some time in your lifetime. So that was not an 
acceptable option. 

The two remaining options were to fix the sediments in place or 
to excavate it. There was no feasible way at the time to fix it in 
place, and so one looked carefully at excavation, and the cost of ex- 
cavation of this reservoir was going to be $4 billion, at least. So we 
came down to the best option to repair the dam and fill the res- 


^CERCLA: The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 
commonly known as Superfund. 
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ervoir at a cost of about $12 million. This is less than one percent 
of the excavation. 

Then the question arose is what about the health and of humans 
and ecological impacts of allowing this contaminated reservoir even 
to exist. Well, the SREL research demonstrated that radiation dose 
rates to plants and animals were well below the applicable DOE 
standards. The radiation health risks for hypothetical sport fisher- 
man or hunter would be well below EPA standards, and there 
would be essentially no risk to other people using the reservoir. 

Also, from many years and decades of research on the reservoir, 
there was never any clear evidence of ecological impacts from ei- 
ther radiation or chemicals, and so that gave one comfort that the 
radioactivity there was just there, it could be measured, but it 
wasn’t causing any ecological damage. 

The outcome was that they did, in fact, repair the dam and refill 
the pond. It was essentially recovered in about five years. Over $4 
billion was saved from this decision. The research that was done 
to lead to this outcome cost about $200,000 or 800 times less than 
the cost of that of dredging. 

In conclusion, I see I am out of time, SREL should be funded, 
and I think even expanded as an independent scientific organiza- 
tion. In fact, the SREL research has saved the Government more 
money than it has received. This Par Pond example I think proves 
that notion. 

A number of these other points have been made by others. Let 
us see if there is any here I should state. I guess down to the very 
bottom line. The funding required to maintain the infrastructure is 
relatively trivial. The cost of not restoring this funding, I think the 
costs of that are going to be extremely high. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Whicker follows:] 

Prepared Statement of F. Ward Whicker 

I have been a member of the faculty at Colorado State University (CSU) for about 
46 years. I retired from full-time duty about two years ago, but continue to teach 
and conduct research as a part-time, temporary employee. My field of teaching and 
research is called “radioecology” which deals with natural and man-made radioac- 
tivity in the environment, the movement and accumulation of radioactive materials 
through the environment and food chains, the effects of radiation on plants and ani- 
mals, and the assessment of health risks to people exposed to environmental radio- 
activity. Teaching, research and service have been the primary duties assigned to 
me at CSU, but I also served as Head of the Department of Radiological Health 
Sciences from 1998 to 2002. I have had a number of national and international as- 
signments outside of the university over my career and these are briefly summa- 
rized in my biographical sketch that accompanies this document. 

I have considerable experience working with scientists at the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory (SREL), and spent three years (1982, 1991 and 1992) there con- 
ducting full-time research. I also mentored 13 graduate students from CSU who 
each conducted research projects at SREL over the last 30 years or so. Most of my 
work at SREL has dealt with the distribution and transport of radioactive contami- 
nants in reactor cooling reservoirs located on the Savannah River Site (SRS). I also 
spent considerable effort conducting human health risk assessments for various 
management options of a large, radioactively-contaminated reservoir (Par Pond), 
which had finished serving its main purpose of cooling hot water from P and R reac- 
tors, and which had shown leakage and internal erosion of the dam. I maintain an 
informal scientific collaboration with Dr. Thomas Hinton, a radioecologist at SREL, 
but have no financial interest with the laboratory nor with any other organization 
at the SRS. 



87 


My testimony today is intended to provide my personal assessment of the overall 
value of SREL to the Department of Energy and to science and society in general. 
The main points I will attempt to make include the following: 

• The SRS has enormous ecological, scientific and educational value, in addition 
to its nationally important programs related to defense, and potential pro- 
grams related to sustainable energy development. 

• There will he a need for environmental assessments at the SRS into the fore- 
seeable future while the government conducts various programs there in the 
national interest. These programs may include national defense, nuclear fuel 
fabrication, energy research and production, remediation technologies, etc. 

• Portions of this site may be ecologically-threatened by scientifically unwar- 
ranted remediation, privatization or new programs that may be ecologically 
damaging. 

• SREL has and can continue to play a critical role at the SRS by providing 
objective, independent science that contributes information that is vital to de- 
cisions on remediation, land management, stewardship and environmental as- 
sessments of site activities. SREL research can simultaneously spare valuable 
ecosystems and save large sums of federal money. 

• SREL has a very impressive track record for cost effective, credible research. 
Unlike some DOE-sponsored laboratories, SREL is a University of Georgia or- 
ganization that publishes nearly all of its work in peer-reviewed scientific 
journals without censorship by DOE or other governmentally-affiliated orga- 
nizations. 

• Unique opportunities remain for education (K-12, college, graduate levels and 
the general public) through SREL outreach programs at the SRS. These op- 
portunities range from basic biology, ecology and numerous environmental 
sciences to fields with direct application to Site activities such as remediation 
technology, risk assessment, toxicology, radioecology and geochemistry. 

The SRS encompasses over 300 square miles, approximately 85 percent of which 
is relatively pristine forest lands and aquatic ecosystems (streams, ponds and wet- 
lands). Only about 15 percent of the land area has been developed for roads, parking 
lots, utility lines and industrial structures. The undeveloped land and waters essen- 
tially serve as a large buffer zone that protects the public from potential accidents 
or routine activities that could release radioactive and chemical contaminants to the 
environment. The buffer zone concept has functioned extremely well, and only very 
minor amounts of contamination have reached the lands and waterways that sur- 
round the SRS. A satellite view of the SRS clearly shows a roughly circular area 
of green forest surrounded by farmland and otherwise developed land. The SRS 
buffer zone provides a very rich and diverse flora and fauna that flourishes in the 
absence of significant human impact. This landscape provides enhanced air and 
water quality, not only within the boundaries of the SRS, but also in the sur- 
rounding landscape. The SRS serves not only as a sanctuary for fish and wildlife, 
but also as a nursery for plants and animals that can migrate outside the bound- 
aries of the site, enhancing the environmental quality of surrounding areas. 

Scientifically, the SRS is of tremendous value because of its largely undeveloped 
nature and the fact that it is protected from unauthorized human intrusion. This 
situation provides extremely rare opportunities to study ecosystems that are not im- 
pacted by human activities, and those that may be impacted to various de^ees by 
physical, chemical and radiological agents resulting from site operations. This situa- 
tion led to the designation of a large portion (nearly 200,000 acres) of the SRS in 
1972 as a National Environmental Research Park. The SREL has a distinguished 
history of over 50 years of existence on the SRS and has provided a tremendous 
body of knowledge that has contributed to Site operations, science in general, and 
public education. 

Much of the DOE budget in the past 15 years or so has been devoted to environ- 
mental cleanup, or remediation, of radioactively/chemically-contaminated lands. Be- 
cause most residual, long-lived radionuclides such as cesium-137 and plutonium-239 
adhere very strongly to soil particles, their removal from contaminated areas by ne- 
cessity involves removal of the soil or sediment in which the contamination is lo- 
cated. Thus, most cleanup methods require removal of topsoils on land and sedi- 
ments in streams and impoundments. The volumes of contaminated soil or sediment 
can be enormous, and the material needs to be excavated and transported to a dis- 
posal location elsewhere. This process is not only extremely costly; it also damages 
the ecosystem that may be contaminated but is otherwise healthy, and it unavoid- 
ably leads to damage to the area designated for disposal of the material (see at- 
tached article: “Avoiding destructive remediation at DOE sites,” Science 303: 1615- 
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1616 (March 2004)). There have been various DOE estimates of the total cost of 
such remediation activities, and most have been in the range of 100 to 500 billion 
dollars. As of about 2003, over $60 billion had been spent on remediation. In many 
cases, scientific risk assessments supporting the decision to remediate have been 
done poorly, and sometimes not done at all. Clearly, much of the soil remediation 
completed in the DOE complex has not actually reduced real health risks to real 
people. Instead, they have possibly reduced future risks to hypothetical people as- 
sumed to use the land in very unrealistic ways. Actually, the cleanup process itself 
produces risks to cleanup workers, and it has also caused spreading of otherwise 
stable contamination {Science 303: 1615-1616 (March 2004)). 

I believe that the only objective and quantifiable way to determine the necessity 
of cleanup of contaminated areas is a rigorous, scientific assessment of the human 
health and ecological risks of proceeding with engineered cleanup, and comparing 
the results with the same risks of simply protecting and monitoring the area in- 
volved. It costs somewhat more to isolate and monitor a contaminated area than to 
just ignore it, but proceeding with aggressive, engineered soil removal escalates the 
costs by several orders of magnitude. The risks resulting from leaving contaminated 
soil or sediment in place generally increases in proportion to the level of contamina- 
tion, so it is critical to carefully measure and document the levels of each identifi- 
able contaminant in the area of concern as a first step in determining what action, 
if any, to take. The second action is to use science-based methods of assessing the 
human health and ecological risks from such documented levels of contamination. 
If the risks resulting from leaving contamination in place are sufficiently low, and 
if the costs of, and damage from, cleanup are sufficiently high, then it is difficult 
to justify action to remediate. The SREL is ideally poised to continue the science 
needed to make such decisions at the SRS. Just as importantly, SREL has the nec- 
essary credibility with the public and the regulatory agencies to have their findings 
trusted and used in the decision-making process. 

It seems instructive at this point to summarize an actual case study at the SRS 
that involved choosing between alternative approaches to managing a contamination 
situation that required relatively urgent action. The case study involved Par Pond, 
a 2,600 acre impoundment that was used for about 30 years to cool hot water from 
the P and R military production reactors. The reactors were shut down permanently 
by 1988, so the reservoir was no longer needed for the purpose of cooling. In 1991, 
there were signs that the dam which created the reservoir was beginning to erode 
internally and starting to leak. As a safety precaution for people living downstream, 
the water level was lowered by about 20 feet, which exposed approximately 50 per- 
cent of the area of bottom sediments. The sediments in the reservoir had accumu- 
lated radioactive contamination during various periods of reactor operations, but 
most came from leaking fuel elements in R reactor in the late 1950s and early 
1960s. The primary contaminant was cesium-137, a radionuclide with a 30 year half 
life that tends to be mobile in local ecosystems and which readily accumulates in 
plants, animals, and potentially in people. 

This situation led to the need to examine alternatives for managing Par Pond and 
its lakebed. On the one hand, the levels of cesium-137 were sufficiently high to gen- 
erate concern about protecting hypothetical people in the future who might use the 
area to grow crops, or people who might consume fish living in the reservoir. On 
the other hand, the 30 year stability and unexploited nature of the reservoir allowed 
the natural development of 30 shoreline miles of rich wetland/littoral vegetation, a 
diverse and productive fishery that attracted bald eagles and osprey, American alli- 
gators, turtles and other wildlife. It also attracted thousands of waterfowl that 
found sanctuary from hunters during the winter months. In essence. Par Pond had 
become a large fish and wildlife refuge of exceptional quality. It was often referred 
to as one of the “crown jewels” of the many different and exceptional ecosystems 
of the SRS. Clearly, remediation of the reservoir would destroy this entire eco- 
system. 

The Par Pond situation did not escape the attention of the regulatory agencies. 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) declared the exposed lakebed a 
CERCLA or “Superfund” site, a designation which imposes a defined protocol for as- 
sessing all feasible alternatives for managing the site. The main alternative strate- 
gies that were developed and studied included: 

1. Draining, breaching the dam, and converting the lakebed to forest or other 
vegetation cover, 

2. Draining, breaching the dam, and excavating and removing the sediments, 

3. Draining and attempting to fix the sediments in place, and 

4. Repairing the dam and refilling the reservoir to cover the ^^^Cs-contami- 
nated sediments. 
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Option 1 initially looked feasible, and a generic, “paper” risk assessment by a non- 
SRS affiliated laboratory suggested acceptable risks for a hypothetical self-sufficient 
site resident who farmed the lakebed and subsisted on foods grown there. However, 
SREL research by scientists who made actual measurements on the lakebed contra- 
dicted the earlier study. Site-specific research showed the ^^’^Cs to be taken up by 
food crops to a much greater extent than did the generic “paper” risk assessment, 
leading to a hypothetical risk that could exceed the EPA-unacceptable threshold of 
10-4 by a factor of about 30. The 10-4 threshold means a one chance in 10,000 of 
getting fatal cancer from the exposure to radiation. This meant that Option 1 was 
an unacceptable management strategy. 

Option 3, fixing the ^^^Cs in place was not considered feasible, due to unproven 
technologies for doing so, and very high costs. That left Options 2 and 4 for further 
consideration. Option 4, repairing the dam and refilling the reservoir initially looked 
unfavorable due to the cost, estimated at 10-15 million dollars. However, when Op- 
tion 2, excavating and transporting the sediments elsewhere was examined, the cost 
estimate exceeded 4 billion dollars! Furthermore, Option 2 would have destroyed the 
Par Pond ecosystem and would have created serious water quality problems down- 
stream due to erosion of sediments before the soil became stabilized with vegetation. 
At this point. Option 4 appeared to be the best solution, but then the question arose 
as to the effects of the ^^^Cs radiation exposure to plants, animals, and hypothetical 
fishermen who might consume fish from the reservoir. Again, SREL research and 
assessment provided the answers. The radiation dose rates to plants and animals 
living in Par Pond would be well under the DOE protection guidelines (0.1 or 1.0 
rad/day, depending on species), and the risk to the hypothetical fisherman con- 
suming fish from the reservoir would also be under the EPA risk guideline of 10- 
4. Furthermore, decades of SREL research on the Par Pond biota showed no indica- 
tion of radiation effects. On the contrary, the plants and animals living in the res- 
ervoir were diverse, robust and self-sustaining. 

In the end, the decision was made to pursue Option 4, repairing the dam and re- 
filling the reservoir. The dam repair and enhancement was completed at a cost of 
about 12 million dollars. The reservoir was refilled and the ecosystem was almost 
fully recovered within about five years. The cost to repair the dam was less than 
one percent of the cost of Option 2, engineered cleanup. The cost for the SREL re- 
search which supported Option 4 was approximately $200,000, or at least 800 times 
less than the cost of engineered sediment removal. A final way in which SREL con- 
tributed to this sensible decision was to provide tours of Par Pond for personnel af- 
filiated with State and federal regulatory agencies. Actually seeing the ecosystem 
in person and talking with scientists having first-hand knowledge gave key people 
a far different impression than just reviewing piles of documents. I believe that this 
kind of success story can be repeated many times over in the future, leading to pres- 
ervation of ecologically-valuable areas and saving large sums of money as well. 
However, a decision such as this requires detailed scientific information directly rel- 
evant to the problem, and the information needs to be generated by an independent, 
credible laboratory. SREL is that kind of laboratory. 

In conclusion, I believe the following points are true and relevant to the current 
funding crisis for the SREL: 

• The SRS is of great social, ecological, scientific and educational value. SREL 
should be funded to continue and even expand its role as an independent sci- 
entific organization that plays a key role in the long-term stewardship of the 
SRS. 

• SREL research has saved the government far more money than it has re- 
ceived. The Par Pond example alone proves this notion. 

• SREL research over the last 50 years has demonstrated time and again how 
nuclear activities can be compatible with a high degree of environmental 
quality. 

• SREL’s work is credible to other scientists, regulators and the general public 
because it is an independent scientific/academic organization with an excel- 
lent reputation for integrity, high-quality work, productivity and educational 
outreach activities. 

• Some of the SREL research will be essential to the generation of public and 
political support for commercial nuclear power, which is expected to be a sig- 
nificant part of the solution to our over-dependence on foreign oil and global 
warming. 

• In terms of cost per scientific publication, the SREL has been one of the most, 
if not the most, cost-efficient environmental research laboratory in the DOE 
complex. 
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• Largely as a result of SREL research, the SRS is probably the most well-char- 
acterized site in the DOE complex. This will continue to save time and re- 
sources in the planning process for new missions and providing required envi- 
ronmental regulatory documents, if SREL’s “corporate knowledge” is retained 
through restored funding. 

• SREL provides training unique to environmental problems of military and in- 
dustrial sites. Students and visiting faculty from colleges in every state have 
come to SREL for hands-on experience. Few, if any, other sites in the DOE 
complex can offer this kind of training in a truly academic atmosphere. 

• The funding needed to maintain the infrastructure of SREL is relatively triv- 
ial, while the costs of shutting it down are not. 

I fully believe that shutting down the SREL is a serious mistake that is not in 
the national best interest. I sincerely hope that this is realized before it is too late, 
and that funding for the laboratory can be restored. 
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Biography for F. Ward Whicker 

Dr. Whicker has been a member of the CSU faculty since 1965 and, from 1998- 
2002, Head of the Department of Radiological Health Sciences. He played the key 
role in the development of the internationally-recognized graduate program in 
Radioecology, and is widely regarded as one of the founders of this field, which ad- 
dresses the fate and effects of radioactivity in the environment. His formal teaching 
extends beyond CSU to numerous organizations, including the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, the International Union of Radioecologists, and the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. In 1989 he established the Par Pond Radioecology Lab- 
oratory at the Savannah River Site. His over 170 scientific publications include 98 
in peer-reviewed journals, 33 book chapters and five books. His awards include the 
“E.O. Lawrence Award” from the Department of Energy (1990), the “Distinguished 
Scientific Achievement Award” from the Health Physics Society (2004), and the “V.I. 
Vernadsky Award” from the International Union of Radioecology (2005). His re- 
search on the effects of ionizing radiation on plants and animals has contributed to 
the development of national and international standards and guidelines for pro- 
tecting the general environment from radioactive contamination. Dr. Whicker has 
served on many committees and advisory panels at national and international lev- 
els. These include the Board of Directors, Scientific Vice President, Honorary Coun- 
cil Member, and Member or Chair of several committees of the National Council on 
Radiation Protection and Measurements. He has served on Committees of the Na- 
tional Academy of Science/National Research Council in the area of environmental 
problems of the DOE Weapons Complex. He has chaired national and international 
working groups and scientific writing teams, for example, for the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, the International Commission on Radiation Units and Meas- 
urements, and the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements. He 
has served on review panels for many organizations, including the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the U.S. Congressional Office of Technology Assessment, Los Al- 
amos National Laboratory, the National Cancer Institute, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, the States of Colorado and Maine, the Office of Naval Re- 
search, Sandia National Laboratory, Battelle-Pacific Northwest Laboratory, and the 
Southwest Research Institute. He has consulted for many private organizations and 
has served as an expert witness on numerous litigation issues concerning radioac- 
tivity in the environment. He served four years as Associate Editor for the Americas 
for the Journal of Environmental Radioactivity. 

Discussion 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. At this point we will open our 
first round of questions, and the Chair recognizes himself for five 
minutes. 


Private Contractors Vs. SREL 

First, Dr. Whicker, your example of remediation at Par Pond, 
could a contractor have provided similar information to support the 
option of remediation in place as opposed to excavation? 

Dr. Whicker. They could not have come in and done the job very 
quickly. One of the key things was that the observation of fish and 
wildlife in that reservoir had been going on for decades, and the 
radioactivity had been there for decades. It was gradually decaying. 
If there were going to be effects, it probably would have occurred 
30 or 40 years ago. So, no, I don’t think a private contractor could 
come in and do the job properly. 

There was a risk assessment done by a private contractor on 
what the risks would be of farming the lake bed and someone liv- 
ing on the lake bed. They are the ones that came up doing a paper 
study with the notion that, yeah, it would be safe to farm out 
there, but they didn’t take any data, they didn’t really factor in the 
increased mobility of cesium-137 in that particular kind of soil. 
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So, and I was told that that research cost about $1 million. It 
was done very quickly and on paper. They never came to the site 
to look at it. 

National Environmental Research Parks 

Chairman Miller. SREL is one of seven National Environmental 
Research Parks associated with DOE installations in different 
parts of the country, different ecological zones. What is the value 
of having research in each ecological zone? Is it important that 
there be a network of sites to allow kind of a regional under- 
standing of ecological issues? 

Dr. Whicker. Yes, it is. Each of the DOE sites, the major sites, 
have different kinds of soil and the type of soil determines the mo- 
bility of radio-nuclides and contaminants in that soil, including 
how much is taken up into the food chain and thereby how much 
risk will there be to someone living on that side. So, yeah, it is im- 
portant to do these kinds of studies at all the major sites. They all 
differ quite a bit in terms of their ecology and their geochemistry. 

The Value oe Long-term Ecological Research 

Chairman Miller. What is the importance of longer-term data 
for reptiles, birds, amphibians in deciding which is, deciding on a 
credible risk assessment for different remediation options, exca- 
vation versus remediation in place? 

Dr. Whicker. Well, the long-term aspect is important. It is, you 
know, you can go out on the field and observe things in the field 
of ecology, but figuring out what is causing what is very, very dif- 
ficult. Let us say you see a decline in a particular wildlife species, 
and you say, well, gee, is it because there is a little bit of, there 
is cesium-137 out there, or is it a natural cycle? Is it due to some 
other factor that we are not even aware of? 

Ecology is a science that has to be very innovative to try to figure 
out what causes what. You can observe things, but understanding 
the causes takes years, if not decades, of observation. 

Chairman Miller. To set an example to other Members of the 
Committee I will now yield to Mr. Lampson for his first round of 
questions. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me start 
with Dr. Whicker, and I have a question or two. 

Radio-nuclides like cesium-137 and plutonium-239 are tainted in 
the environment for a long time, and although they attach to soil 
particles, they do move in the environment and sometimes are de- 
tected offsite. Now, I understand that the monitoring of animals 
and plants helps us to understand those paths. If these substances 
moved through the food chain, is it possible that larger, longer- 
lived animals carry this contamination offsite? And so is moni- 
toring of birds, mammals, fish, and reptiles important from the 
perspective of insuring the safety and human health of people in 
surrounding communities? 

Dr. Whicker. It is true that animals such as birds and fish do 
pick up contamination, and yes, indeed, they can migrate off site. 
Studies have been done at Savannah River Ecology Lab and at 
other sites, and they generally show that just a very tiny amount 
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of radioactive or chemical materials actually get moved off site by 
immigration of individuals from the side. 

Clearly observing these pathways of contaminant transport in 
animals and so forth does tell us a lot about what humans might 
be exposed to, and a lot of the work that has been done there has 
even been done in the context of agriculture. It isn’t just pure ecol- 
ogy that we are concerned about. It is agriculture ecosystems, and 
we can learn about, a lot about that from the kind of work that has 
gone on at the Savannah River Site. 

We planted crops that people eat right on the Par Pond lakebed, 
for instance, and we looked at the uptake of cesium and other 
radio-nuclides into corn and okra and turnips and lettuce and so 
on, and that would be something that a self-sufficient farmer who 
might occupy that land in the future would be exposed to. 

Chairman Lampson. Would both of you comment on this ques- 
tion. Can natural attenuation be used safely as a remediation op- 
tion if it is not coupled with a credible long-term monitoring pro- 
gram? 

Dr. SCHNOOR. By definition monitored natural attenuation in- 
cludes long-term monitoring and modeling to make sure that the 
contaminants aren’t migrating off site or posting an undue risk to 
humans or to animals. So, no, it cannot be done without long-term 
monitoring. 

Dr. Whicker. And I might add that the idea of monitored nat- 
ural attenuation is a very effective one. The wisdom of putting 
these DOE sites in large areas where there is a buffer zone has 
really resulted in extremely small amounts of contamination ever 
getting off site. That is not to say that none does, but the levels 
that do get off site are extremely small because they do get tied up 
in the sediments, they are taken up in the biota. Actually, I can 
tell you that the presence of the Savannah River Site actually 
helps to improve both water quality and air quality for that whole 
region, as opposed to the idea if that whole area were say agricul- 
tural. The streams coming off the Savannah River Site are largely 
black water streams. They are clear. They are generally devoid of 
contaminants, where if you look at the streams coming into the 
river from the other side where they are coming off farmland is 
usually muddy, and that is usually loaded with pesticides and that 
kind of thing. 

So I think the site engenders a high degree of environmental 
quality that extends well beyond the borders of the plant. 

Chairman Lampson. Mr. Chairman, instead of carrying over, my 
next question will be longer than five minutes, so I will yield out 
my time at this point. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Lampson. Mr. Sensenbrenner 
for five minutes. 

National Laboratories’ Overhead Costs 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Yeah. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Both of you, do you believe as a general rule that research funds 
should be parceled out on a competitive peer review basis or by 
Congressional or Executive Branch earmarks? 
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Dr. Whicker. I am not sure I quite understand your point. If I 
understand it a little bit, the work that the Savannah River Ecol- 
ogy Lab does is submitted to peer review journals and so forth, has 
to go through peer review before it can be published. However, it 
is not subject as far as I know to any kind of censorship from the 
Department of Energy. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. I am talking about the grants to do the re- 
search that result in the publication. 

Dr. Whicker. Well, yeah. The grants that they get, they have to 
compete for grants. When they go after funding that would be from 
now DOE sources or non site, you know. It would be over and 
above their normal. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Dr. Schnoor. 

Dr. Schnoor. I agree that funding should be competitive, how- 
ever, in the case of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, a cer- 
tain base level of funding I think is necessary to keep the operation 
going and to insure and maintain the long-term research. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Yeah. I guess, you know, I guess the obser- 
vation that I would make or make two observations, you know. One 
is is that neither Colorado State University nor the University of 
Iowa, or for that matter the University of Wisconsin, Madison, is 
able to get a specific line item from the DOE for things that should 
be competitively peer reviewed. You know, they ache to basically 
have their projects compete against everybody else’s, and if they 
end up losing out, then those scientists are not funded by the Fed- 
eral Government, and it is up to, in the case of each of these three 
institutions that I mentioned or for that matter, the University of 
Georgia, to determine whether or not to use their own funds to get 
from the legislature to continue that base. 

And I guess my question is is why should SREL be treated dif- 
ferently in terms of competitive peer review funding for this type 
of research than most of the other institutions in the country when 
they compete for scientific research grants? 

Dr. Schnoor. The Savannah River Ecology Lab, their research 
is peer reviewed, and my testimony 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. No. I am talking about, you know, this is 
after the research is done. I am talking about 

Dr. Schnoor. About the award. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. — the award, because, you know, with you 
at the University of Iowa, you don’t get the award. You don’t do 
the research unless you get the state legislature to decide to fund 
it. Now, why shouldn’t the same hold true with research that is 
done at SREL, where if they don’t get the award, then it is up to 
the Georgia legislature to determine whether or not to continue the 
funding? 

Dr. Schnoor. A certain amount of funding is necessary at these 
laboratories just to keep the doors open and to keep a base-level 
research going. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Uh-huh. 

Dr. Schnoor. Then they should compete and do compete for 
other outside funds. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Well, I guess neither of you get my point, 
and I am trying to see why SREL ought to be dealt with differently 
in terms of funding for the basic research than practically every 



97 


other institution in the country, whether it is a state university or 
whether it is a private university. Everybody else rolls the dice, 
well, with competitive peer review grants, and they have got to do 
it year after year after year. And if they don’t win the competitive 
peer review grants, then they either go to the legislature or fold up 
shop. What is different about SREL? 

Dr. SCHNOOR. I am trying to answer your question, and that is 
that at research laboratories and SREL is no different than other 
ERA or DOE laboratories, you need a base level of funding to keep 
the 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Uh-huh. 

Dr. SCHNOOR. — infrastructure, the research operation going. And 
that is really what we are talking about here, and a rather, in my 
opinion, a small amount of funding also. Ten million dollars is real- 
ly quite small considering the quality and level of research that is 
going on at SREL. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. But why should SREL get a line item and 
the University of Iowa doesn’t? 

Dr. ScHNOOR. Well, the SREL gets a line item just like all the 
other National Research Laboratories. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Well, I am saying but why should they, be- 
cause a peer review committee might decide that research that is 
done not at a National Research Laboratory has a higher priority 
for funding than SREL. 

Dr. SCHNOOR. I understand your question, and, of course, at the 
University of Iowa we would love to have a line item funding also, 
but we are not a National Laboratory located in one of these 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. But, Dr. Schnoor, my time is up. You 
know, my point is turning the coin over, you know, and that is that 
I know you would like to have, you know, a line item of funding, 
but why should SREL’s line item of funding take away the poten- 
tial of you getting more because your peer review research proposal 
is determined to be better by the committee? 

I yield back. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Bartlett for five minutes. 

Mr. Bartlett. Thank you very much. Is it your understanding 
that generally speaking in the community at large and the sci- 
entific community and in the medical community that the lower 
the level of radiation the better? 

Dr. Whicker. Yes. The lower the better. 

Mr. Bartlett. Do you agree. Dr. Schnoor? 

Dr. Schnoor. Yes. There is a, in certain types of health out- 
comes, health effects, it is still thought that even a single bit of ra- 
diation could be enough to begin the disease process. 

Mr. Bartlett. Are you familiar with Hansey Selea? That name 
mean anything to either one of you? 

Dr. Whicker. Could you pronounce it again? 

Mr. Bartlett. Hansey Selea. H-a-n-s-e-y. 

Dr. Whicker. No. I am sorry. 

Radiation Hormesis 

Mr. Bartlett. Hansey Selea was a, one of the early investigators 
from Montreal, Canada, I believe, in stress. I am 81 years old, so 
my work in the scientific community is 50 years old and more, so 
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he is back in history. But he was the first investigator to begin to 
understand the role of stress in the body. I wish I had come pre- 
pared with the actual data, but there is scientific evidence that ap- 
propriate levels of radiation are beneficial. Because what they do 
like any other stressor out there, they challenge the body’s de- 
fenses, and these defenses are martialed so that we are then better 
able to withstand other stresses. 

I know that your perception is the perception of the general com- 
munity and it should not be the perception I think of the scientific 
community, particularly the medical community. You know, radi- 
ation is just another stressor. As far as I know there is nothing 
unique about that, and I think that we are spending excessive 
amounts of money in cleanup, which with a hard look is really 
silly. It is just another stressor. Water is a great absorber. Your ob- 
servation that refilling the impoundment was the right thing to do. 
It doesn’t take much water to absorb this radiation, and the orga- 
nisms living near it are probably better off for the moderate levels, 
the appropriate levels of radiation they are getting because their 
residence is built up, the body’s defenses work that way. 

What do we have to do so that we change this perception that 
the less the better? I don’t believe that radiation is a unique 
stressor. I don’t think the scientific evidence indicates it is a unique 
stressor, and we just are straining that and spending all sorts of 
money we don’t need to spend in cleaning up the last vestiges of 
this contamination. 

All of the ground in these cleanup areas don’t have to be appro- 
priate for establishing a daycare center where the kids may sit and 
put dirt in their mouth. 

That is the rules that we adhere to, and I think that we are 
spending at least an order of magnitude, too much money in clean- 
ing up these sites, because we don’t understand the science and 
physiology and the medicine. 

Dr. Whicker. Well, I agree with you, and in fact, my written tes- 
timony has an article published in Science that says basically what 
you are saying. The thing of it is is that it takes a lot of science 
to demonstrate what you are talking about and oftentimes to con- 
vince the regulatory community and the public that cleanup may 
not always be warranted because the damage can be great, the cost 
can be high. 

The notion of a little bit of radiation being good for you, that is 
a well-known phenomenon called hormesis, and that has received 
a great deal of attention over the years. Of course, we live in a ra- 
diation environment. We are sitting here right now, and we are 
getting a fair amount of radiation just because our environment, 
cosmic radiation, radioactivity in the earth’s surface that has been 
there since the earth was formed. And so but the way that I an- 
swered your original question of, is that for the purposes of radi- 
ation protection, they assume that the dose and response to that 
dose is a linear phenomenon, but there is evidence — the trouble is 
there is not consensus on that, and getting the data to pin it down 
at the very low doses is very difficult. 

Mr. Bartlett. Yeah. I don’t know of any evidence that says that 
this is not true. Thank you very much. 

My time is up, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
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Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett. 

I will now recognize myself for an additional five minutes for a 
second round of questioning. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner’s questions regarding peer review I think 
foreshadows the testimony on August 1. Both of you are involved 
in scientific research and are familiar with what is involved, what 
is required typically of peer review. Is that correct? 

Dr. SCHNOOR. Yes. 

Dr. Whicker. Yes. 

Competitive Grants and Peer Review 

Chairman Miller. My impression of peer review for a grant is 
that the grant application is very thorough in the information 
called for, in the information that the applicant must provide. Is 
that correct? 

Dr. ScHNOOR. Yes. 

Dr. Whicker. Yes. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Dr. ScHNOOR. I might add. Chairman Miller, that there are 
grants that are competitive, and there are grants that are part of 
a mission agency. 

Chairman Miller. Right. 

Dr. SCHNOOR. And I think that 

Chairman Miller. With respect to peer review. 

Dr. ScHNOOR. — ^you need both kinds 

Chairman Miller. To make a judgment by, to allow a judgment 
by others expert in the same field. Would it typically be the case 
that the information requested would be very thorough and would 
be the information needed to review? 

Dr. Whicker. Yes. 

Dr. ScHNOOR. Yes. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. If Dr. Bertsch testifies on August 1 
that the information required of him was a sentence or two descrip- 
tion of the work they plan to do, does that sound to you like the 
information usually required for a scientific or technical peer re- 
view? 

Dr. ScHNOOR. No. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And a second question about peer re- 
view. With respect to peer review, what kinds of documents does 
it generate? Are there memoranda describing the failings of the 
proposal if peer review is critical? What, are there documents typi- 
cally generated as a result of peer review? 

Dr. Whicker. Are you talking about in applying for a research 
money or 

Chairman Miller. Well, in making the decision. 

Dr. Whicker. — when it comes to publishing? 

Chairman Miller. Whoever makes the decision with respect to 
peer review, are there not generally documents generated as a re- 
sult of peer review? 

Dr. Whicker. I think 

Chairman Miller. Memoranda, letters, something that would 
say what exactly the reviewer was looking for or if the reviewer 
found something wanting, exactly what was wanting. 
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Dr. Whicker. Sometimes the person who submits the grant pro- 
posal will hear about those things, and they will get some commu- 
nication back, but not always in my experience. Sometimes you just 
find out that you don’t get funded, but you never hear about why. 

Dr. SCHNOOR. Well, normally I would say you, as one who pro- 
poses for research funding, you do receive letters of review back 
from panels who have looked at your research, and those remain 
anonymous. You don’t find out what they were. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Dr. ScHNOOR. But you do get to see 

Chairman Miller. Well, that is what you see as having applied 
for a grant 

Dr. ScHNOOR. That is correct. 

Chairman Miller. — subject to peer review, but internally, 
whether you see it or not, would you expect there to be some docu- 
ment of some kind that sets forth what the failings were that led 
to the denial of funding? 

Dr. ScHNOOR. Yes. That would be my belief. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Dr. ScHNOOR. Yes. 

Dr. Whicker. I would think so as well. 

Chairman Miller. And if the Department of Energy has no doc- 
uments that really reflect a peer review, an analysis of the work 
done at the Savannah River, the SREL, Ecology Lab, then perhaps 
there was not a genuine peer review. Is that 

Dr. Whicker. I would hate to speculate. 

Dr. SCHNOOR. I couldn’t speak for the Department of Energy. I 
can say that there are, papers from the Savannah River Ecology 
Lab have been peer reviewed, their technical scientific papers. 

Environmental Remediation Research Done By SREL 

Chairman Miller. All right. Dr. Schnoor, we still have Super- 
fund sites we are still cleaning up. The sites were on federal and 
private lands throughout the country. Are the studies that have 
been done at SREL applicable to remediation of environmental 
damage and other areas? 

Dr. Schnoor. Yes. I think my testimony shows that most of the 
papers, especially recently, are related to the problems at the Sa- 
vannah River Site. But certainly these problems are shared by 
many other sites, and the research is applicable broadly. 

Chairman Miller. What is the status of our developing the tech- 
nologies to cleanup safely environmentally-contaminated sites, par- 
ticularly DOE sites, particularly radiation sites with the 
contaminous radiation? 

Dr. Schnoor. Especially where you have mixed wastes, that is 
both radio-contaminants as well as other contaminants together. 
These are considered to be among the more difficult sites to clean 
up, and proportionately more of those remain than other sites. 

Chairman Miller. All right. How would you evaluate SREL as 
a candidate for undertaking further research into remediation as a 
technique for cleanup? Based upon your experience with that lab? 

Dr. Schnoor. I think this lab is performing extremely well con- 
sidering the rather small number of faculty involved in research 
there and the small federal funds and state funds committed to it. 
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Fate and Transport Studies 

Chairman Miller. All right. I think we throw around terms like 
all of us know what they mean on this hearing. I think in hearings 
like this where members are not willing to betray their general ig- 
norance of the signs, but what are fate and transport studies? 

Dr. Whicker. Am I part of the questioning here? 

Chairman Miller. Yes. Either one of you. Yes, sir. Dr. Whicker 

Dr. Whicker. Fate deals with where contaminants go once they 
are released, usually either to air or water. In other words, let us 
say you put a contaminant into water. It is, some contaminants 
will stay in the water but most of them will stick to soil particles, 
silt particles, phytoplankton, little organisms in the water. Then 
they might move through the food chain or they might not, depend- 
ing on their chemistry. So that is what we mean by fate, what hap- 
pens to it, where does it go. 

Chairman Miller. And transport. Is that different or is that part 
of fate? 

Dr. Whicker. It is the same thing basically. 

Dr. SCHNOOR. Transport is sort of where it goes 

Dr. Whicker. Yeah. 

Dr. ScHNOOR. — and fate is sort of what happens to it along the 
way. 

Dr. Whicker. Yes. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. A knowledge of where contaminants go 
and what happens to it, is that important beyond cleaning up on 
site. Would that be important, for instance, in any kind of activity 
at a contaminated site that disturbs the soil, construction activity, 
for instance? 

Dr. Whicker. Oh, yes. It is extremely important, and in fact, 
there are cleanups that have been done in the DOE complex that 
the cleanup itself generated dust and that dust blew offsite, and 
that led to a multi-billion dollar lawsuit. This was at Rocky Flats. 

Chairman Miller. I think that is all the questions that I have 
and since that is all the questions I have, that is all the questions 
that any Member has. But thank you for being here today. We will 
have a second panel on August 1. Dr. Bertsch, this will be your sec- 
ond trip to Washington. I understand that you have time on your 
hands now, but I appreciate and apologize for your coming today 
without testifying. We will try to accommodate your schedule on 
August 1. I will let you testify first and get on with your day. 

With respect to the Department of Energy witnesses, I strongly 
urge all the witnesses not to make lunch plans, not to make dinner 
plans. We will continue until we have completed the testimony 
scheduled for August 1. 

The best predictor of what a hearing, an Investigations and 
Oversight hearing will be like, how searching the questioning will 
be, how thorough it will be, is how motivated the Members are and 
the staff is. I think you should assume that the staff and the Mem- 
bers will be very motivated on August 1. 

With no further business, we are adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the Subcommittees were adjourned.] 
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Purpose: 

The purpose of the hearing is to examine the events leading to the Department 
of Energy’s decision to withdraw funding for the Savannah River Ecology Labora- 
tory (SREL) in fiscal year 2007. 

Background: 

SREL was established in 1951 to track the ecological changes and environmental 
consequences of establishing nuclear weapons production facilities on the Savannah 
River Site (SRS). It is unique within the DOE complex because it is the only lab 
that is not “owned” by DOE. Rather, the University of Georgia founded the lab and 
has always had a relationship with DOE that has allowed them to be present on 
the site and funded by the Department (and the Atomic Energy Commission before 
DOE was established). 

SREL has been a very productive scientific lab with a distinguished record of pub- 
lication and an amazing amount of unbroken data sets on the ecology of the site. 
While the site itself was a center for weapons production and contains enormous 
amounts of waste, with ongoing waste processing that will stretch out for a genera- 
tion or longer, it is also an enormous physical site-much of which includes pristine 
environmental conditions. Largely untouched by development, the Savannah River 
Site hosts the most diverse and complex ecology in North America and contains all 
representative ecosystems of the southeastern U.S. 

Recognizing these unique features of the site, in 1972 the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion created the first National Environmental Research Park (NERP) located within 
the DOE complex at Savannah River. There are seven NERPs located at DOE sites 
around the country. SRS has 30 set-aside areas where no development of any kind 
is allowed to go forward. SREL has monitored the ecology in these set-asides ever 
since they were established. Another facet of the SREL work in the NERP is that 
they are a major way that the Savannah River Site carries out its long-term stew- 
ardship responsibilities — to demonstrate care for the site in a manner that satisfies 
their requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other 
federal land management laws and to demonstrate DOE is managing contaminated 
areas of the site in a manner that does not put public health and the adjoining off- 
site environment at risk. 

NEPA established environmental protection as a mission of all federal agencies. 
SREL has carried out this function through very successful public education pro- 
grams to bring the public and students to the site and show them the unique quali- 
ties of the ecology there. 

SREL also collects data that is used by the site to demonstrate its compliance 
with a number of environmental laws. IF SREL does not provide these data as part 
of their base work, the site will have to hire a contractor to collect that information. 
The communities that border the site in Georgia and South Carolina and that are 
located downstream from the site also rely on the lab to be a trusted, independent 
voice that will tell them the truth about the nuclear wastes on the site, the remedi- 
ation activities on the site, and the safety of being near or downstream from it. 
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DOE Funding and Cooperative Agreement with SREL and UGA: 

The Bush Administration’s budget requests for SREL have varied considerably, 
but with a general downward trend since FY 2002. The first budget they composed, 
for FY 2002, included a 30 percent cut in the request for the lab by Environmental 
Management (EM). Then in FY 2003 through FY 2006, the lab was funded through 
the Office of Science accounts at a level of around $8 million. In FY 2006, the Ad- 
ministration’s budget request eliminated all funding for the lab. The Georgia and 
South Carolina delegations secured funds in the FY 2006 appropriation to reverse 
this decision. 

These delegations met with DOE and an agreement was made that the Adminis- 
tration would fund the lab at $4 million in FY 2006 with $1 million coming from 
the Office of Science and $3 million coming from EM. It is with that deal that the 
path to closing the lab begins and the understanding of the different parties in- 
volved about the future funding arrangement for SREL diverges. The description of 
events that follows is largely based on the documentary record provided the Sub- 
committees by the Department of Energy, SREL and the University of Georgia. 

Negotiations Begin on a New Cooperative Agreement — May 2005: 

In May 2005, the Department hosted a meeting involving then-Assistant Sec- 
retary for Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs, Jill Sigal, and other DOE 
staff, representatives from the University of Georgia and SREL, and representatives 
from the Georgia and South Carolina Congressional delegations. The Department 
did not want to face an ongoing string of appropriations earmarks and the delega- 
tions wanted some agreement that the lab would be supported. That meeting led 
to an agreement that in FY 2006 the Department would provide $4 million (plus 
some money from the National Nuclear Security Administration — NNSA) and in FY 
2007 it would provide at least $1 million from EM accounts. SREL and UGA’s exist- 
ing Cooperative Agreement was to expire in July, 2006. 

One of the points of disagreement among the parties is about whether $1 million 
was a cap or a floor, but there was ample discussion at that meeting about the per- 
ceived need for the SRS to use SREL to further their mission. Director Bertsch said 
that as long as he could pursue money from the programs on the site in addition 
to the base EM funding of $1-$2M, he would be able to keep the lab going. 

Ms. Sigal requested that Dr. Bertsch put together a plan to show how he would 
do that, and so the day after the meeting. Dr. Bertsch forwarded a business plan 
that included the work SREL would undertake that was needed by the site. He was 
never told the plan was unacceptable. 

In fact, a subsequent memorandum from the Principal Deputy for Environmental 
Management, Charlie Anderson, directed the SRS Manager, Jeff Allison, to nego- 
tiate a new five-year Cooperative Agreement with SREL-UGA. Mr. Anderson’s 
memo drew extensively from Dr. Bertsch’s business plan. The memo did not include 
direction to Mr. Allison on a specific funding level for SREL in FY 2007 or beyond. 

Although DOE claims the terms of the deal struck in the May 2005 meeting were 
well-known to all parties, there is no evidence of this clarity in the documentation 
provided by DOE or indicated by the subsequent actions of Mr. Allison and Dr. 
Bertsch. For example, a May 2005 briefing memo prepared for the Secretary con- 
tains no information about two key elements of the deal: 

1) The requirement for Headquarters review and approval of all funds for 
projects negotiated between SREL and SRS even if the funds were drawn 
from the discretionary funds available to the SRS Manager for site-specific 
activities; and 

2) SREL would seek all funds above the $1M provided by EM base funding 
from non-DOE sources and become completely self-sustaining with no guar- 
anteed funding from FY 2008 forward. 

With no direction from Headquarters other than to begin negotiations on a new 
Cooperative Agreement, the Manager of the SRS, Jeff Allison, informs Dr. Bertsch 
that he has been directed to negotiate a new agreement and Dr. Bertsch and Mr. 
Allison proceed to work toward that end for over a year. 

In March of 2006, even as negotiations continue, Mr. Allison tells Dr. Bertsch to 
budget for $4 million at SREL from SRS/EM in the FY 2007 budget, and documents 
this guidance in a letter to Dr. Bertsch. Similar budget information had also been 
conveyed to the University of Georgia in a letter from the SRS contracting officer 
in February 2006. Also, according to SRS documents, the site included $4.1 million 
for SREL in their budget request for FY 2007. The site’s budget request had gone 
to Headquarters as part of the normal budget review process. No objections were 
raised by Headquarters at the time. A similar budget was subsequently being put 
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together with similar funding levels for SREL hy the site in October 2006 for inclu- 
sion in the FY 2008 budget. 

When SRS and SREO-UGA conclude the negotiations on a new Cooperative 
Agreement, it provides for $4 million a year from FY 2007 through FY 2011 with 
a 2.5 percent escalator to allow for inflation. The agreement is sent up to DOE 
Headquarters for notification in August of 2006 and then again (due to an imperfec- 
tion in the process) in September 2006. If Headquarters had approved it, Mr. Allison 
would have been authorized to sign the agreement. However, the agreement was 
never approved at Headquarters. 

The Cooperative Agreement is Not Approved and Negotiations Begin Again — Sep- 
tember 2006 

Instead of concluding the year-long negotiation and establishing the new Coopera- 
tive Agreement, negotiations are re-opened with new criteria for the Cooperative 
Agreement. 

It appears the agreement came to the attention of Charlie Anderson, who began 
to ask questions about the nature of the agreement, and Ms. Sigal who was ada- 
mant the agreement did not reflect the Secretary’s direction. By early October, 
headquarters learns of the March 2006 letter from Mr. Allison to Dr. Bertsch direct- 
ing him to build a budget for SREL around a funding level of $4M in FY 2007, Sec- 
retary Bodman becomes involved and directed that Mr. Allison come to Washington 
to meet with Deputy Secretary Clay Sell to explain what had happened. 

On October 16, 2006, Mr. Sell, Mr. Anderson, James Rispoli (head of Environ- 
mental Management), Dave Carman and Mr. Allison met in the Deputy Secretary’s 
office. 

According to Mr. Allison, he explained that he had never been told that the De- 
partment wanted to change the way it had historically funded the lab (i.e., lump 
sum payment for continuity of services), and that he negotiated an agreement that 
ensured SREL would be able to conduct research needed by the site as well as en- 
gage in public education and stewardship matters that were important to the site. 

It is still unclear why Mr. Allison was provided no direction prior to engaging in 
the negotiations with SREI^UGA. DOE maintains that Dr. Bertsch knew the terms 
of the deal, however, there is no documentation to support that claim and DOE 
made no objections or comments in response to the business plan (outlining funding 
by DOE of about $4M in FY 2007) that Dr. Bertsch supplied prior to the start of 
the negotiations. 

Following the meeting with Mr. Allison, Deputy Secretary Clay Sell determined — 
supposedly with the approval of the Secretary — that the new agreement would pro- 
vide $1 million of guaranteed funding in FY 2007 plus additional funding on a task- 
by-task basis. 

According to the e-mail sent out by Mr. Rispoli to record this guidance, Mr. Sell 
indicated that DOE was to “compete” the rest of our FY 2007 needs to SREL (over 
the $1 million base), to insure that we will get what we want at a fair and reason- 
able price. The needs can include what was presented today.” 

Among the “needs presented” at the meeting with Mr. Allison were education and 
outreach activities and long-term site stewardship activities. This part of the guid- 
ance from the Deputy Secretary is contradicted by subsequent actions of Head- 
quarters and site personnel. 

The initial reaction from SREL was that this offer would lead to the closure of 
the lab, but the SRS Manager, Mr. Allison, assured SREL their work was needed 
by the site and he would fund their tasks using funds the site Director has discre- 
tion to award for site-based projects. DOE Headquarters was aware of the assurance 
provided by Mr. Allison to SREL because Mr. Allison had forwarded that e-mail to 
Headquarters and it included Mr. Rispoli, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Gilbertson, and was 
subsequently forwarded to Jill Sigal by Mr. Rispoli. 

SREL-UGA then enters into negotiations once again to secure a new Cooperative 
Agreement. From September 2006 through November 2006, Dr. Bertsch was work- 
ing with SRS assistant managers to identify projects the site would fund to meet 
$3 million in identified needs. It is during this time period when the Citizens Advi- 
sory Board for the SRS submits a Recommendation (#240) to DOE that SREL be 
funded “at a minimum of $4.5M in the future” after several years of concern about 
the funding of the lab. 

At the same time, DOE Headquarters officials were editing the language of the 
Cooperative Agreement. Headquarters was insisting on highlighting language that 
emphasized funds were subject to “need, merit and availability of funds.” They also 
included a provision that any funds could be subject to a “technical peer review.” 
Dr. Bertsch believed this would be the kind of review his programs had been 
through many times in the past — where evaluators look at the sweep, mix and qual- 
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ity of science being done by the lab. However, DOE had something else in mind that 
was not made clear to the lab until months after the agreement was signed on De- 
cember 1, 2006. 

New Funding Criteria are Established by Headquarters and Funding Is Denied — 
February 2007 

In December 2006, Dr. Bertsch and SREL believed they had a new cooperative 
agreement that made them financially stable because of the SRS Manager’s re- 
peated assurances that site needed the work SREL could provide and he had the 
money to fund it — his budget for EY 2007 had $4.1 million identified for SREL. 

Then, in a January 29, 2007 memorandum, Mark Gilbertson, Mr. Anderson’s Dep- 
uty for Technology at EM, writes to Mr. Allison to tell him that Headquarters is 
going to be conducting oversight of Savannah River’s implementation of the Cooper- 
ative Agreement. The memo also indicates that Headquarters will conduct a peer 
review for the scientific merit of the SREL proposals and then the site will be asked 
to review them for their “relevancy.” 

No official can provide an example of a memorandum or direction of this nature 
to a site Manager from Headquarters issued before on any matter. The only similar 
example offered was by Mr. Anderson who said that when he worked at Savannah 
River, the site received a letter from Headquarters stripping them of their authority 
to negotiate with the State of South Carolina regarding clean-up matters. 

The difference between this example and the SREL memo is that the memo from 
Mr. Gilbertson involves the oversight by Headquarters of $3 million in proposals 
from a University laboratory and Mr. Anderson’s example involved negotiations re- 
garding the Department’s liability for billions of dollars in clean up and environ- 
mental compliance with a State government. 

On February 20, 2007, Mark Gilbertson participated in a conference call with sev- 
eral SRS staff. The lead for the site at this point is Yvette Collazo, the Assistant 
Manager for Closure Projects. Mr. Gilbertson explained to Ms. Collazo and others 
on the call that the site needed to have a list of proposed tasks for SREL that in- 
cluded more detail. He also directed that each proposed task be tied to a budget line 
and a deliverable. Most importantly, Mr. Gilbertson directed that each task had to 
be reviewed to determine whether it met a “Mission Critical Need” in Fiscal Year 
2007. 

According to Mr. Gilbertson, he was not provided this guidance by his superiors 
at Headquarters and his direct supervisor, Mr. Anderson, indicated he did not in- 
quire about the status of the Cooperative Agreement Mr. Gilbertson was now man- 
aging. This information was provided to Committee staff during interviews with Mr. 
Gilbertson and Mr. Anderson. 

This standard — mission critical need in FY 2007 — sounds rigorous and formal, but 
it is not a phrase commonly used by Environmental Management, and it has no for- 
mal, written definition. Although SRS staff were instructed to use this standard, 
they were not provided a written definition of the term. In staff interviews of SRS 
staff, five different people were asked to provide their definition of the term. The 
answers varied, and the SRS staff could not provide examples or instances in which 
this standard was applied to the evaluation of individual projects conducted at the 
site. 

The implementation of the standard resulted in determinations that the proposed 
tasks had to result in a necessary deliverable in FY 2007 or directly facilitate site 
clean-up in FY 2007. Not surprisingly, by this standard almost nothing proposed by 
a research lab would meet this standard. In fact, the only projects that met the 
standard were those that SRS had been initiated in a prior year, that SRS already 
paid for and essentially were completed at the time of the review. 

Several questions remain unanswered in relationship to the application of the 
mission critical need standard for review. Although several SRS staff pointed to the 
development of the annual budget as an example of the application of a mission crit- 
ical need standard, this did not explain the results of the FY 2007 and FY 2008 
budget submissions for SRS. No one could offer an explanation other than “our 
needs have changed” to explain how the mission critical standard resulted in a SRS 
budget submission with an allocation for SREL in FY 2007 and FY 2008 of $4M 
during the budget process if in fact SREL was not capable of performing significant 
mission critical tasks for SRS. 

The list of proposed tasks was not developed solely by SREL. Dr. Bertsch devel- 
oped the list of proposed tasks together with SRS program managers. Why did SRS 
staff develop a list of proposed tasks that did not meet the site’s need for work? 

The result of the mission critical need review was communicated to SREL on May 
7, 2007 in a letter. Of the $3M in proposed tasks, DOE agreed to fund $800K. De- 
spite the earlier guidance from Deputy Secretary Sell that public education and out- 
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reach and projects related to long-term stewardship of the site could also be pro- 
posed for funding, no tasks of this nature were proposed because SRS staff deter- 
mined that no such project could meet the mission critical need standard. 

The $800K offered by DOE is insufficient to support SREL. With anticipated fund- 
ing cut off during the middle of the fiscal year, the laboratory is left with few op- 
tions but to plan for closure. 

The University of Georgia announced it was extending lab personnel’s salaries 
through the end of June — even though DOE funding would run out at the end of 
May. The University decided not to formally close the lab, but 40 people were laid 
off from the lab effective June 29 — some who had been there over 20 years. Approxi- 
mately 30-40 more are being moved back to the University campus in Athens, GA 
in one capacity or another. The remaining 30-40 will stay on-site to carry out work 
funded through grants already in place from other agencies. The future of the lab 
and the long-term data sets it maintains is unclear unless DOE restores funding 
for its work. Without that core funding, the lab cannot continue to operate. Funds 
are available in the SRS FY 2007 budget to restore SREL funding. 

Subcommittees of the Committee on Science Begin Their Investigation — May 2007 
The Subcommittees sent a letter to DOE within 10 days of Dr. Bertsch receiving 
notice that funding was not to be continued requesting documentation concerning 
the decision to close SREL and requesting the Department continue funding for the 
laboratory until the Subcommittees completed their review of the Department’s deci- 
sion. The Department has not agreed to the Subcommittees’ request that funding 
for SREL be continued. In the letters to Chairman Lampson and Chairman Miller, 
Mr. Anderson stated that SREL understood their commitment to become self-sus- 
taining in FY 2007. The Subcommittees’ have yet to identify any documentation of 
this commitment other than in letters DOE has sent to Members of Congress in re- 
sponse to inquiries about SREL’s funding predicament. 

The Department also indicated in a letter responding to Rep. Barrow’s March 28 
letter inquiring about SREL’s funding that the Department could only approve 
SREL’s proposed tasks for funding if the tasks were: “submitted to DOE for sci- 
entific peer review to ensure that the tasks further the Department’s mission.” The 
Subcommittee has subsequently learned that the Department did not conduct a sci- 
entific peer review of any of the proposed tasks. Mr. Rispoli’s letter goes on to say 
that DOE had received “very few proposals from SREL that would directly further 
the DOE or SRS mission.” This statement suggests a much broader standard was 
used to evaluate proposed tasks by SREL and that SRS managers played no role 
in the development of the tasks submitted for review. 

The Subcommittee’s review of this decision thus far suggests the process for devel- 
oping and implementing this new Cooperative Agreement with a long-standing part- 
ner in mission-related research, education, outreach and stewardship was conducted 
in a manner to ensure that the 50-year relationship between the Savannah River 
Site and the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory ended with the signing of the 
agreement. 

Witnesses: 

Panel One 

The Honorable Clay Sell is the Deputy Secretary of Energy, U.S. Department of 
Energy. 

Panel Two 

Dr. Paul Bertsch is the Former Director of Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 
Dr. Bertsch is a fact witness to every major action regarding this lab from May 2005 
until his forced departure in June 2007. 

Ms. Karen Patterson is Chair of the Citizens Advisory Board for the Savannah 
River Site. Ms. Patterson will discuss the Board’s activities in relationship to the 
funding of SREL and the Board’s view of the role of SREL on the Savannah River 
Site. 

Panel Three 

Mr. Jeffrey M. Allison is the Manager of the Savannah River Operations Office, 
U.S. Department of Energy. Mr. Allison negotiated the original Cooperative Agree- 
ment with Dr. Bertsch in 2005 at the direction of Mr. Anderson. 
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Mr. Charlie Anderson is the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Office 
of Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy. Mr. Anderson is the 
senior manager and directed his staff to negotiate the Cooperative Agreements with 
SREL-UGA. 

Mr. Mark Gilbertson is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Engineering and Tech- 
nology, for the Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy. 
Mr. Gilbertson oversaw the review of SREL’s proposed tasks for funding on hehalf 
of DOE Headquarters at the direction of Mr. Anderson. 

Ms. Yvette T. Collazo is the Assistant Manager for Closure Project for the Savan- 
nah River Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy. Ms. Collazo was involved 
in the implementation of the new Cooperative Agreement with SREU-UGA for the 
Savannah River Site and oversight of the review of SREL’s proposed tasks for fund- 
ing at the direction of Mr. Gilbertson. 
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Chairman Miller. The hearing will come to order. 

Good morning. Welcome to today’s hearing, The Department of 
Energy’s Support for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, Part 
II. 

The Savannah River Ecology Lab, SREL, served the Department 
of Energy, the communities affected by the Savannah River Site, 
and the Nation for more than 50 years. It was, by any financial 
measure, a very inexpensive lab to operate. It would be hard to 
find a better return on the investment anywhere in the federal 
science complex. 

The lab carried out a variety of missions on the Savannah River 
Site, that ranged from research on environmental remediation and 
data collection for regulatory compliance, to education, outreach, 
and long-term stewardship of the site. SREL’s work has saved tax- 
payers hundreds of millions of dollars. It has done world class 
science in a variety of environmental fields, and it brought the Sa- 
vannah River Site credibility with the local communities that is 
hard to measure. 

Very little about what has happened at SREL in the last two 
years makes any sense. The Department charged the site Manager 
with negotiating a new cooperative agreement in June of 2005, but 
never told him what the Secretary of Energy expected the agree- 
ment to contain. Jeff Allison, the Manager of the Savannah River 
Site, came back to Headquarters with an agreement for five years 
of support at $4 million a year, but the Department chastised him, 
scolded him, and blocked the deal. 

Instead, the Department insisted on a new agreement that would 
guarantee $1 million a year plus as much as $3 million for the 
needs of the site and the Department. That was supposed to be 
consistent with an agreement hammered out in June of 2005, and 
blessed, specifically blessed by the Secretary. The site, the Savan- 
nah River Site, still believed they needed SREL, and began work- 
ing last November to identify the projects that would be funded by 
the cleanup programs onsite. While the site staff and SREL worked 
together on projects. Headquarters continued to dictate every detail 
about the language in the final cooperative agreement, including 
lan^age that said money would be contingent based upon “need, 
merit, and availability of funds.” 

The agreement was finally signed on December 1, 2006, two 
months into the current fiscal year — two months. From that point 
on. Headquarters dictated to the site how the agreement would be 
implemented. According to interview evidence gathered by our 
staff, Mark Gilbertson was given the lead, was given the task of 
overseeing the implementation of the cooperative agreement. He 
was given no guidance from his superiors, just the authority. 

Mr. Gilbertson took that authority and then sent a very unusual 
memo to the Site Manager on January 29, 2007, telling Mr. Allison 
that Headquarters was going to oversee the implementation of the 
cooperative agreement. The memo promised a scientific peer review 
of projects at the site that would be conducted by the Head- 
quarters, and a relevancy review at the site itself 

Mr. Gilbertson spoke with Yvette Collazo, who was then the As- 
sistant Manager on the site for Closure Projects, regarding how he 
wanted the site relevancy review to be conducted. He apparently 
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told her that every proposal from SREL would have to he “mission 
critical,” would have to “meet a mission critical need in Fiscal Year 
2007.” 

The Department of Energy site worked with SREL to turn the 
original list of 35 projects into 26 specific tasks, and then those 
same people examined the list through the filter established by Mr. 
Gilbertson and by Ms. Collazo, and concluded that only six of the 
26 needs were “mission critical needs” in Fiscal Year 2007. The 
funding totaled $1.8 million, which was well below the $4 million 
that the Department of Energy officials and staff at the Savannah 
River Site knew was the minimum that the lab would need to re- 
main viable at the site. 

The standard of “mission critical needs” sounds rigorous, but 
nothing else at the Savannah River Site is measured by that stand- 
ard. It is not a term from budgeting or from management, at least 
not with environmental management. In fact, no one seems to 
know what it means or can agree on what it means. But Ms. 
Collazo and Mr. Gilbertson implemented the standard to require 
that spending produced a tangible deliverable necessary to meet a 
regulatory need in the current fiscal year, more than halfway 
through the fiscal year. Three of the items on the task table had 
in fact been approved for funding at the Savannah River National 
Lab, but were disapproved for funding by SREL as not meeting a 
mission critical need in Fiscal Year 2007. 

Very little work done at any research lab anywhere would pass 
that test. Nothing funded by the National Science Foundation, 
nothing funded by National Institutes of Health would likely meet 
that standard. The standard and the process appear to have been 
invented on the spot, without oversight, without review, apparently 
with the intention that the lab would be unable to meet the stand- 
ard. If the specifics of Mr. Gilbertson’s conduct were not reviewed 
by Headquarters, it does appear that that ultimate objective was 
approved. 

Mr. Gilbertson said as early as September 6 that the site really 
only needed one lab, the Savannah River National Lab, and that 
SREL, which had a very different mission, and for very real rea- 
sons, needed to be independent, should be simply folded into the 
Savannah River Lab. And Mr. Gilbertson seems to have been given 
the latitude to make that happen. 

The Department said that there was a rigorous peer review. 
They said that in letters to Members of Congress and in public 
statements. That is demonstrably untrue. There was no merit re- 
view. There was no technical review. There was no scientific peer 
review. 

But the Department claimed that the lab has had two years to 
become self-sufficient, implying that the lab would have to move 
away from the Department of Energy’s support, but in fact, that 
was never communicated to the lab in any way at any time, until 
just the last couple of months. Insofar as the lab knew, the Savan- 
nah River Site wanted the lab there. They valued their work. They 
needed their work, and they intended to fund the work of SREL. 
And that was how everyone expected to proceed until DOE Head- 
quarters intervened. 
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Last October, Deputy Secretary Clay Sell said that the site could 
be funded for the full range of needs that Mr. Allison, the site man- 
ager, described. In his briefing memo of May 20, 2005, Secretary 
Bodman was told that the lab would be able to pursue DOE fund- 
ing for the work that it was doing. We certainly asked the Depart- 
ment to consider returning to that earlier intention, to allow this 
lab to continue to do its work, and that local managers around the 
country understand that part of the work that they do is to retain 
the credibility of the sites within the communities. We urge the Sa- 
vannah River Lab to release the funds that have been approved 
this fiscal year for the work of SREL, the continued work of SREL. 

And with that, I now recognize Mr. Lampson, the distinguished 
Chairman of the Energy and Environment Subcommittee. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Miller follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Chairman Brad Miller 

The Savannah River Ecology Lab (SREL) served the Department of Energy, the 
communities affected by the site and the Nation for more than 50 years. It was, by 
any financial measure, a very inexpensive lab to operate. It would be hard to find 
a better return on investment anywhere in the federal science complex. 

The lab carried out a variety of missions on the Savannah River Site that ranged 
from research on environmental remediation and data collection for regulatory com- 
pliance to education, outreach and long-term stewardship of the site. SREL’s work 
has saved teixpayers hundreds of millions of dollars, done world-class science in a 
variety of environmental fields and brought the Savannah River Site credibility with 
the local communities that is invaluable. 

Very little about what has happened to SREL in the last two years makes any 
sense. The Department charged the site manager with negotiating a new coopera- 
tive agreement in June of 2005 but never told him what the Secretary of Energy 
expected the agreement to look like. Jeff Allison, the manager of Savannah River, 
came back to headquarters with an agreement for five years of support at $4 million 
a year, the Department chastised him and blocked the deal. 

Instead, the Department micro-managed a new agreement that would guarantee 
$1 million a year plus as much as $3 million for needs of the site and the Depart- 
ment. This was supposed to be consistent with an agreement hammered out in June 
of 2005 and blessed by the Secretary. The site still believed they needed SREL and 
began working last November to identify projects that would be funded by the clean- 
up programs on site. While the site staff and SREL worked together on projects, 
headquarters was micro-managing the language in the final cooperative agree- 
ment — including language that said money would be contingent based upon “need, 
merit and availability of funds.” 

The agreement was finally signed on December 1, 2006 — two months into the cur- 
rent fiscal year. Erom that point on, headquarters dictated to the site how the 
agreement would be implemented. According to evidence gathered by staff, Mark 
Gilbertson was given the lead on overseeing the implementation of the cooperative 
agreement. He was mven no guidance from his superiors, just their authority to act. 

Mr. Gilbertson took that authority and then sent a very unusual, perhaps unprec- 
edented, memo to the site manager on January 29, 2007 telling Mr. Allison that 
headquarters was going to oversee the implementation of the cooperative agree- 
ment. The memo also promised a scientific peer review of projects at the site to be 
conducted by headquarters and a “relevancy” review at the site itself 

On February 20, Mr. Gilbertson spoke with Ms. Yvette Collazo, who was the As- 
sistant Manager on the site for Closure Projects, regarding how he wanted the site 
relevancy review to be conducted. He apparently told her that every proposal from 
SREL would have to be a “mission critical need in FY 2007.” 

The DOE staff at the site worked with SREL to turn the original list of 35 
projects into 26 specific tasks. Those same people then examined the list, through 
the filter established by Gilbertson and enforced by Collazo, and concluded that 6 
of the 26 were deemed “mission critical needs” in the current fiscal year. The fund- 
ing totaled $1.8 million — well below the $4 million that DOE and the site staff knew 
the lab needed to remain viable on site. 

The idea that budget items pass through a “mission critical need” test sounds ap- 
propriately rigorous but nothing else in the Savannah River Site is measured in 
that fashion. “Mission critical needs” is not a budgeting term or management term 
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in Environmental Management. No one knows what it means. Collazo and Gilbert- 
son implement the standard to require the spending to produce a tangible deliver- 
able necessary to meet a regulatory need in the current fiscal year — more than half- 
the-way through that fiscal year. Three of the items on the task table had been ap- 
proved for funding at the Savannah River National Lab, but were disapproved for 
SREL as not meeting a mission critical need in FY 2007. 

Very little work done at any research labs anywhere in the country would ever 
pass this test. Nothing funded by the National Science Foundation would ever pass 
such a test. Perhaps nothing funded by the National Institutes of Health would pass 
this standard. This standard and this process were invented by Gilbertson without 
oversight or review by his superiors apparently to ensure the lab would fail, a goal 
that may well have been approved by Gilbertson’s superiors. Gilbertson said as 
early as September of 2006 that the site only needed one lab: the Savannah River 
National Lab (SRNL). He believed SREL, which has a very different mission and 
a very different mix of staffing and assignments, should simply be folded into SRNL. 
Gilbertson was given the chance to see his preference made real. 

In letters to the Hill and statements to the press, the Department said that there 
was a rigorous peer review. That is demonstrably untrue. There was no merit re- 
view, technical review or scientific peer review. 

The Department claimed that the lab has had two years to become self-suffi- 
cient — meaning by implication that they would have to move away from DOE sup- 
port, but this was never communicated to the lab in any way at any time. So far 
as the lab knew, the site wanted and valued the lab and intended to fund it. Not 
until headquarters intervened, did all this change. 

Last October, Deputy Secretary Clay Sell said that the site could fund the full 
range of needs that Allison identified. In his briefing memo of May 20, 2005, Sec- 
retary Bodman was told that the lab would be able to pursue DOE program funding. 
We ask that the Department return to the guidance of Secretary Bodman’s memo 
and Deputy Secretary Sell’s internal guidance and get out of the way of the site. 
Local managers at the sites around the country know what they need to manage 
their sites and retain credibility with the community. Instruct Savannah River to 
release the funds that had been identified for SREL in this fiscal year, in the inter- 
ests of the communities, the site, the Department and the Nation. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Chairman Mil- 
ler. I appreciate your recognition, and good morning to everyone. 

We welcome the second hearing on the Cooperative Agreement 
between the Department of Energy and the Savannah River Ecol- 
ogy Laboratory. As I indicated in my opening statement two weeks 
ago, our Subcommittees are trying to understand why a laboratory 
with such long and distinguished history of doing important, high 
quality work on the Savannah River Site has had to all but close 
its doors, when the ink is barely dry on the new Cooperative Agree- 
ment signed with the Department in December. 

I find it difficult to believe the Savannah River Ecology Labora- 
tory and the University of Georgia would spend over one year nego- 
tiating an agreement that would result in the closure of the labora- 
tory. There is simply no reason for DOE to discontinue funding for 
SREL. There are funds available, there is work to be done. SREL 
has the personnel and the experience to do the work. The labora- 
tory has the support of the scientific community, broadly, and of 
the local community, who rely upon the independent voice that 
SREL represents. 

I believe the testimony today and the documents the Committee 
has reviewed over the past weeks, past few weeks or so, dem- 
onstrate the willingness of SREL and the University of Georgia to 
respond to DOE’s needs. It is clear from the documentation that 
Dr. Bertsch made a good faith effort to align the work of the lab- 
oratory with the needs of the Savannah River Site. 

What is unclear is why the cooperative effort between Dr. 
Bertsch on behalf of SREL and the Savannah River Site Manager, 
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Mr. Jeff Allison, to forge a new Cooperative Agreement that would 
be in the interests of both parties, was scuttled at the end of the 
process. DOE has insisted they bargained in good faith with SREL 
and the University in establishing and carrying out the new Coop- 
erative Agreement. 

The documentation tells us a different story. Apparently, DOE 
Headquarters gave no direction to Mr. Allison prior to assigning 
him the task of negotiating the new cooperative agreement, but 
once it was complete, it is clear they were unhappy with the result 
of his efforts, a result that would have allocated $4 million per year 
to SREL for work at the Savannah River Site. 

What result is DOE pleased with? A cooperative agreement with 
a scope of work that is relevant to the site and beneficial to the 
scientific and local communities, but that DOE never intends to 
fund, and the matrix of tasks that Dr. Bertsch compiled, with site 
program managers, to ensure that SREL’s work would support 
their respective needs, but that DOE will not fund. 

This situation is unacceptable. I believe DOE has bargained in 
bad faith, and has decided for unknown and perhaps unknowable 
reasons to cut off funding for this laboratory and force them to 
close their doors, ending 50 years of a productive, beneficial rela- 
tionship between the Savannah River Site and the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory. 

DOE should release the funds for the work SREL proposed to do 
immediately. If the Department’s expectation is for this laboratory 
to become self-sustaining through other grants and contract, then 
SREL and the University of Georgia should be given an appro- 
priate amount of time to make that transition. One year or less is 
not an appropriate amount of time. 

Frankly, given the benefits that an independent laboratory like 
SREL provides to the site and to the local community, I believe 
DOE should be looking to establish similar cooperative agreements 
with other universities bordering DOE sites. The goodwill and pub- 
lic confidence associated with this type of arrangement are worth 
far more than the dollar value spent on the work. 

The Savannah River Site needs SREL. DOE needs SREL. The 
local communities in Georgia and South Carolina need SREL, and 
frankly, I believe the Nation needs SREL, and more laboratories 
like it. DOE should abandon this misguided effort to close this lab- 
oratory, halt its important work, and violate the trust of the com- 
munities that border the Savannah River Site. There is work to be 
done, and SREL should be funded to do it. 

I yield back my time. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Lampson follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Chairman Nick Lampson 

Good Morning. Welcome to the second hearing on the Cooperative Agreement be- 
tween the Department of Energy and the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 

As I indicated in my opening statement two weeks ago, our Subcommittees are 
trying to understand why a laboratory with such a long and distinguished history 
of doing important, high quality work on the Savannah River Site has had to all 
but close its doors, when the ink is barely dry on the new Cooperative Agreement 
signed with the Department in December. 

I find it difficult to believe the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory and the Uni- 
versity of Georgia would spend over one year negotiating an agreement that would 
result in the closure of this laboratory. There is simply no reason for DOE to dis- 
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continue funding for SREL. There are funds available. There is work to be done. 
SREL has the personnel and the experience to do the work. The laboratory has the 
support of the scientific community broadly and of the local community who rely 
upon the independent voice that SREL represents. 

I believe the testimony today and the documents the Committee has reviewed 
over the past few weeks demonstrate the willingness of SREL and the University 
of Georgia to respond to DOE’s needs. It is clear from the documentation that Dr. 
Bertsch made a good faith effort to align the work of the laboratory with the needs 
of the Savannah River Site. 

What is unclear is why the cooperative effort between Dr. Bertsch, on behalf of 
SREL, and the Savannah River Site Manager, Mr. Jeff Allison, to forge a new Coop- 
erative Agreement that would be in the interest of both parties was scuttled at the 
end of the process? DOE has insisted they bargained in good faith with SREL and 
the University in establishing and carr3dng out the new Cooperative Agreement. 

The documentation tells a different story. Apparently, DOE Headquarters gave no 
direction to Mr. Allison prior to assigning him the task of negotiating the new coop- 
erative agreement, but once it was complete it is clear they were unhappy with the 
result of his efforts — a result that would have allocated $4 million per year to SREL 
for work at the Savannah River Site. 

What result is DOE pleased with? A Cooperative Agreement with a scope of work 
that is relevant to the site and beneficial to the scientific and local communities, 
but that DOE never intends to fund, and a matrix of tasks that Dr. Bertsch com- 
piled with site program managers to ensure that SREL’s work would support their 
respective needs, but that DOE also will not fund. 

This situation is unacceptable. I believe DOE has bargained in bad faith and has 
decided, for unknown and perhaps unknowable reasons, to cut off funding for this 
laboratory and force them to close their doors, ending 50 years of a productive, bene- 
ficial relationship between the Savannah River Site and the Savannah River Ecol- 
ogy Laboratory. 

DOE should release the funds for the work SREL proposed to do immediately. If 
the Department’s expectation is for this laboratory to become self-sustaining 
through other grants and contracts, SREL and the University of Georgia should be 
given an appropriate amount of time to make that transition. One year or less is 
not an appropriate amount of time. 

Frankly, mven the benefits that an independent laboratory like SREL provides to 
the site and the local community, I believe DOE should be looking to establish simi- 
lar Cooperative Agreements with other Universities bordering DDE sites. The good 
will and public confidence associated with this type of arrangement are worth far 
more than the dollar value spent on the work. 

The Savannah River Site needs SREL, DOE needs SREL, the local communities 
in Georgia and South Carolina need SREL, and frankly the Nation needs SREL and 
more laboratories like it. DOE should abandon this misguided effort to close this 
laboratory, halt its important work, and violate the trust of the communities that 
border the Savannah River Site. There’s work to be done and SREL should be fund- 
ed to do it. 

Chairman Miller. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Sensenbrenner 
for an opening statement. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me say that I don’t think this is really an investigation, be- 
cause both of the distinguished Chairs who have spoken have al- 
ready stated that their minds are made up, and they don’t want 
to be confused with the facts or confused with the testimony that 
is about ready to be proffered today. 

Let me say that the way that they have arranged this hearing 
and the previous hearing, I think certainly indicates that the issue 
is not to talk about SREL, the work they do, and how they should 
be funded, but simply to cast the Department of Energy in a bad 
light. And I don’t think this is the way responsible oversight should 
be done. 

One of the issues relating to today’s hearing is whether Dr. Ray- 
mond Orbach, who is the Under Secretary for Science in DOE, 
should testify today. Now, Dr. Orbach, incidentally, was the only 
witness that DOE asked to have present. He is not on the current 
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witness list, and there has been some negotiation back and forth 
between Mr. Hall and Chairman Gordon about why this was not 
the case, and whether Dr. Orbach should be allowed to testify. 

I think he should be allowed to testify, in order to have a com- 
plete record, so that those of us left on the Committee that have 
an open mind, as well as the public, can see exactly what is going 
on here. 

doe’s recent support for SREL has come from two offices, the 
Office of Environmental Management and the Office of Science. 
Charlie Anderson, who is the head of Environmental Management, 
is here at the Minority’s request. Because the Minority is only enti- 
tled to one witness. Dr. Orbach is conspicuously absent. 

Let us look at why Dr. Orbach ought to be here. In his testimony. 
Dr. Paul Bertsch notes that the performance based budgeting docu- 
mentation justifying the Fiscal ’06 request for the Environmental 
Remediation Sciences Division in the Office of Science, listed 
SREL’s studies as two of its seven major accomplishments for Fis- 
cal ’04. 

Furthermore, while the Office of Environmental Management ar- 
gues that SREL does not fit well within its mission, the Office of 
Science admits that many of SREL’s projects would further its mis- 
sion. Clearly, if DOE wants to support SREL, the Office of Science 
will have to play a role, and perhaps maybe the larger role. 

The Majority’s attempt to conduct this hearing without Dr. 
Orbach present evidences an intent not to save SREL, but to paint 
DOE in a negative light, and that is a shame. Lost in the unneces- 
sary politicization of this issue is the lab itself By all accounts, 
SREL has been a successful private research facility run by the 
University of Georgia. In her testimony, Karen Patterson pointed 
out the respect the local community has for SREL. 

I think we all can agree that the lab has made important sci- 
entific contributions, and that its closure would be a loss for the 
Savannah River Site and the scientific community. But I don’t be- 
lieve, however, that SREL should be given free money. From its in- 
ception in 1951 until 2005, SREL received noncompetitive funding. 
If Dr. Orbach had been invited to testify today, he could have ex- 
plained how SREL received direct, noncompetitive funding for the 
Office of Science for three years. This is not how our tax dollars 
should be spent, particularly in terms of funding scientific re- 
search. 

This committee has had a reputation of strongly encouraging 
competitive grant-making processes, and took the hit in rejecting 
scientific earmarks during my chairmanship and the chairmanship 
of George Brown from California prior to me. If DOE funds SREL, 
it should be done under a competitively awarded contract, because 
SREL’s science and what they are proposing is better than the 
other proposals that are placed on DOE’s desk. 

I also object to suggestions that DOE’s behavior was in some way 
sinister. The Majority has suggested that DOE has somehow nego- 
tiated with SREL in bad faith. The Committee’s investigation, how- 
ever, has not uncovered any evidence whatsoever of this. After 
SREL was zeroed out of the Office of Science’s budget, the Office 
of Environmental Management negotiated with SREL to fund the 
lab at $4.3 million for Fiscal Year 2006, a million for Fiscal Year 
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2007, plus additional funding on a task by task basis; based on 
need, merit, and availability of funds. 

doe’s intention was to move SREL toward a more competitive 
funding model, without instantly pulling all the lab’s funding. 
Miscommunications of this agreement unfortunately led to confu- 
sion amongst DOE employees at the Savannah River Site, but 
nonetheless, the DOE has steadfastly honored the agreement. 

I look forward to hearing from today’s witnesses. I hope some- 
time, Dr. Orbach can put his two cents’ worth in, and I hope we 
can work fairly and cooperatively to find ways to support SREL’s 
survival. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sensenbrenner follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr. 

Absent from a very long list of witnesses today is Dr. Raymond Orbach, the Under 
Secretary for Science in the Department of Energy (DOE). Dr. Orbach incidentally 
was the only witness DOE requested to have present. Perhaps more importantly. 
Dr. Orbach is the head of the Office of Science. DOE’s recent support for SREL (pro- 
nounced “S-REL’) has come from two offices, the Office of Environmental Manage- 
ment and the Office of Science. Charlie Anderson, the head of Environmental Man- 
agement, is here at the Minority’s request. Because the Minority is only entitled to 
one witness. Dr. Orbach is conspicuously absent. 

In his testimony. Dr. Paul Bertsch notes that the performance-based budgeting 
documentation justifying the FY06 request for the Environmental Remediation 
Sciences Division in the Office of Science listed SREL studies as two of its seven 
major accomplishments for FY04. Eurthermore, while the Office of Environmental 
Management argues that SREL does not fit well within its mission, the Office of 
Science admits that many of SREL’s projects would further its mission. Clearly, if 
DOE continues to support SREL, the Office of Science will play a role. The Major- 
ity’s attempt to conduct this hearing without either Dr. Orbach or Charlie Anderson 
present, evidences an intent, not to save SREL, but to paint DOE in a negative 
light. 

Lost in the unnecessary politicization of this issue, is the laboratory itself. By all 
accounts, SREL has been a successful private research facility run by the University 
of Georgia. In her testimony, Karen Patterson pointed out the respect the local com- 
munity has for SREL. I think we can all agree that the lab has made important 
scientific contributions and that its closure would be a loss for the Savannah River 
Site and the scientific community. 

I do not, however, believe that SREL should be given free money. From its incep- 
tion in 1951 until 2005, SREL received non-competitive funding. If Dr. Orbach had 
been invited to testify today, he could have explained how SREL received direct, 
non-competitive funding from the Office of Science for three years. This is not how 
our tcix dollars should be spent. If DOE funds SREL, it should be done under a com- 
petitively-awarded contract. 

I also object to suggestions that DOE’s behavior was, in some way, sinister. The 
Majority has suggested that DOE somehow negotiated with SREL in bad faith. The 
Committee’s investigation, however, has not uncovered any evidence of this. After 
SREL was zeroed out of the Office of Science’s budget, the Office of Environmental 
Management negotiated with SREL to fund the lab at $4.3 million for FY 2006 and 
$1 million in FY 2007, plus additional funding on a task by task basis, based on 
“need, merit, and availability of funds.” DOE’s intention was to move SREL toward 
a more competitive funding model without instantly pulling all of the lab’s funding. 
Miscommunications of this agreement unfortunately lead to confusion amongst DOE 
employees at the Savannah River Site, but nonetheless, DOE has steadfastly hon- 
ored its agreement. 

I look forward to hearing from today’s witnesses. I hope we can work fairly and 
cooperatively to find ways to support SREL’s survival. 

Chairman Miller. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Inglis for an 
opening statement. 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I said at a recent oversight hearing, a joint hearing like this 
one today, that great nations have governments that ask them- 
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selves questions, and so that is what we are doing here today, ask- 
ing ourselves question. I do hope we get to the bottom of this, in 
as objective a fashion as possible. 

It occurs to me that what we may have here is yet another case 
where there is an explanation that makes an awful lot of sense. 
And I think it splits into two observations, one is something about 
the private sector, and the other is about the public sector. 

In the private sector, I did or do commercial real estate law when 
I am not in Congress, and it used to be that you could get clients 
to give you retainers, and that is a nice situation if you can get it. 
It is good work while you can get it, because with that retainer, 
if they don’t call on you, you still get paid for that month. And you 
can basically afford new furniture for your office, and keep the of- 
fice nice and everything, because you got retainer clients. The thing 
I have observed in the private sector, in the practice of law, is that 
fewer and fewer clients are willing to do retainers. Now, what they 
do is they say we will pay you on a project by project basis. They 
are not interested in retainers, because what we found out, what 
they found out is it is more efficient for them to engage the services 
of a law firm on a project basis, rather than on a constant retainer 
basis. 

I think that may be what we find out here, in the case of SREL, 
is that the Department of Energy was saying no more retainers, we 
are going to pay you on a project basis. If you are the law firm that 
is getting that switch, it is not a very comfortable switch, because 
like I said, I would rather have a retainer client than a fee for serv- 
ice client. 

The other thing that I think we may observe here is something 
about the public sector, and that is that if you change something 
in the public sector, you win yourself an investigation. And it is one 
of the reason why we don’t get much change in the public sector, 
because if you change something, you get hauled before a com- 
mittee to explain your nefarious motivations, whereas in the pri- 
vate sector, you know, you change something, well, the boss says 
attaboy, attagirl, whatever, thank you for changing it. But in gov- 
ernment, the feedback loop basically says this, don’t change any- 
thing, because you will be hauled before a committee to explain 
yourself, and therefore, we don’t get much change in government. 

So, I wonder if that is what we are going to find out here today, 
that we had some people at the Department of Energy that are try- 
ing to make the best use of scarce resources, and now they find 
themselves hauled before a committee to explain themselves, and 
whether we are going to find that we could pick up a lesson from 
the private sector, and put SREL on a fee for service or project 
basis, rather than a retainer basis, and the taxpayers would end 
up coming out better. 

So, that is what I think we may find out here today, but I look 
forward to hearing the testimony of Mr. Sell and the others, and 
hope that with an open hearing and a full exploration of the facts, 
we will get to the bottom of this, and find out whether it is some- 
thing wrong, or I hope my colleagues that maybe think it is some- 
thing wrong might decide that no, it is actually something right. 

And I yield back the balance of my time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Inglis follows:] 
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Prepared Statement of Representative Bob Inglis 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

There are probably a few lawyers in this room, and at least some of them remem- 
ber the “glory days” of retainer fees. Clients pay for a lawyer, even if the lawyer 
rarely provides services that help the client. The rationale, of course, was that there 
would come a few times when that lawyer will prove valuable, and when that hap- 
pens, the client wants the lawyer around. 

Coming from a lawyer, retainers were a great deal. From a client’s perspective 
though, it’s not hard to see why those “glory days” are pretty much over. There’s 
no reason to pay for a lawyer if you aren’t using the legal services. Why not just 
hire a lawyer when you need a lawyer? 

Today, we’re going to hear from some who will say that the Department of Energy 
needs to keep the Savannah River Ecology Lab on “retainer.” And some of the evi- 
dence will point to the fact that SREL, over its 50-year career, has offered valuable 
services to SRS and the surrounding community in South Carolina and Georgia. 
Some people will say that DOE should not stop funding the lab, just because the 
lab’s services weren’t always matching up to DOE’s mission. 

However, as we discuss the decision made by DOE to significantly reduce funding 
for SREL, some may find themselves agreeing with the client (DOE), who realized 
that, while they were paying for specific, needed services across other programs, 
they still had SREL “on retainer” at that point. The Department decided that a fee- 
for-service approach would be a better budgetary choice. After further investigation 
of the research at the lab, DOE found that SREL’s services were no longer needed — 
a decision that, if done in the private sector, would’ve not turned a single head. 

In times of tight budgets and limited resources, we all take a closer look at our 
checkbook to see where our money is going. As we take ask questions about how 
DOE managed their checkbook, there may be value in seeing that, much as many 
of my legal clients eventually found out, there’s little budget sense in “retainers.” 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Inglis. Mr. Hall, do you wish 
to make an opening statement? 

Mr. Hall. Yes, sir, I do. Your Honor. 

Chairman Miller. We do have votes. We have a few minutes to 
get there still, Mr. Hall. 

Mr. Hall. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to welcome 
Clay Sell, the witness, and the other witnesses that will he here 
today. 

The Savannah River Ecology Lab, of course, is a University of 
Georgia facility located in the Department of Energy’s Savannah 
River Site, that independently evaluates the ecological effects of 
site operations through a program of ecological research, education, 
and outreach. And SREL has provided these services, I think, since 
1951, when it was established by Dr. Eugene Odum. 

The facility was initially supported by defense programs, and 
then by DOE’s Office of Environmental Management in the 1990s, 
and eventually DOE’s Office of Science in 2003. And for the record, 
in 2005, the Office of Science cut funding for the lab after they 
were faced with difficult budget choices. 

And right at this point, let me support Mr. Sensenbrenner’s 
statement that this is kind of an assault on the Department of En- 
ergy. It is also an assault on Members that work for the Depart- 
ment of Energy, and some, in particular, that have made accusa- 
tions toward that will prove to be untoward, untrue, and as a mat- 
ter of fact, I think it will be shown that that particular witness 
aided and may have found a way to give some support to SREL. 
Not a critic, but actually a savior of it. 

Now, after learning that SREL funding for Fiscal Year ’06 has 
been zeroed out, Mr. Charles Anderson, Mrs. Jill Sigal, and others 
took it upon themselves to secure enough short-term funding to 
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keep the lab open. That was helpful to the lab. Resuscitating SREL 
to the tune of $4.3 million for Fiscal Year 2006 and $1 million for 
Fiscal Year 2007. 

Now, while these figures were obviously below prior funding lev- 
els, the starting point was zero, and they negotiated from there, 
and all of the interested parties, DOE, SREL, UGA, and the Geor- 
gia and South Carolina delegations agreed to them. It clearly was 
their hope that this additional time would give the lab opportunity 
to seek enough outside funding to become independent. 

And in return for these concessions, the Georgia and South Caro- 
lina Congressional delegations agreed not to seek additional ear- 
marks, and assured DOE that SREL would become self-sufficient 
after Fiscal Year 2007. As Dr. Bertsch was quoted in a University 
of Georgia faculty and staff newspaper article in July the 11th, 
2005, for Dr. Bertsch, who sits right there: “We are sorry to see 
these fine staff members lose their positions, but if the federal 
grant must end, we are grateful that our Congressional delegations 
have seen fit to give us a year to develop alternative funding 
sources.” He knew that, and he knew that then, and I think there 
will be written evidence to support that. 

Additionally, the Georgia and South Carolina Congressional dele- 
gations expressed satisfaction with the agreement and appreciation 
towards Secretary Bodman and his staff, in a June 28, 2005 press 
release, which will be of record. 

And unfortunately, the terms of the agreement were never con- 
veyed to the SRS, that is the Savannah River Site, a DOE group, 
and because of the original, because of this, the original cooperative 
agreement negotiated between SRS and UGA assumed outyear 
funding levels similar to previous years. 

Without knowing of the previous negotiation, the SRS Manager 
even told SREL to assume they would receive $4 million in Fiscal 
Year 2007 for budget planning purposes. When DOE Headquarters 
eventually learned of the cooperative agreement in the fall of 2006, 
it was rejected for not reflecting the conditions of the negotiation 
in 2005. 

Shortly thereafter, a new Cooperative Agreement was signed 
that provided SREL with $1 million for infrastructure in 2007, 
with the ability to compete for additional funding for tasks based 
on “need, merit, and funding availability.” While the Cooperative 
Agreement was negotiated, SRS and SREL staff worked hard to 
projectize SREL’s existing work, so they could be submitted as pro- 
posals to DOE program managers for funding. After they were ini- 
tially submitted, l30E then developed a higher standard for the 
projects to meet. No longer were they required to just meet a site 
need. Now, they were required to be mission critical. 

This higher standard eventually led to only six of the final 27 
proposed tesks being funded by DOE. While the difference between 
need and mission critical could be purely semantic, I hope we will 
be able to determine what was really intended here today. 

Eventually, the result of their assessment was that SREL would 
only receive around $1.8 million for Fiscal Year 2007. Because of 
this, UGA decided to significantly reduce SREL’s core laboratory 
functions in June of this year. No one wants to see SREL close. As 
we learned at the first hearing on this topic, the science that they 
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do is world class, and the people that work there are of the highest 
caliber. 

Unfortunately, DOE’s Office of Science had to make hard choices 
in the Fiscal Year 2006 budget cycle. DOE’s Office of Environ- 
mental Management stepped up to the plate in Financial Year 
2006 and Fiscal Year 2007 to serve as a stopgap that kept SREL 
open for a couple of more years, so it could reinvent itself, some- 
thing the Office of Science was trying to get SREL to do even be- 
fore that. 

That being said, Mr. Chairman, the lab is ultimately a UGA fa- 
cility, and they will decide the lab’s fate. DOE is simply a customer 
of the lab’s services. It is my hope that we can actually find a way 
to ensure that SREL stays open, so that it can keep providing serv- 
ices to DOE, as well as many other agencies, and I hope the testi- 
mony today will shed some light on how we can do just that. 

I yield back my time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hall follows:] 

Prepahed Statement of Representative Ralph M. Hall 

I want to welcome our witnesses here today to discuss the future of the Savannah 
River Ecology Lab (SREL). SREL is a University of Georgia (UGA) facility located 
on the Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) Savannah River Site that independently 
evaluates the ecological effects of site operations through a pro^am of ecological re- 
search, education, and outreach. SREL has provided these services since 1951 when 
it was established by Dr. Eugene Odum. 

The facility was initially supported by defense programs, then by DOE’s Office of 
Environmental Management in the 1990’s, and eventually DOE’s Office of Science 
in 2003. In 2006, the Office of Science cut funding for the lab after they were faced 
with difficult budget choices. After learning that SREL funding for FY06 had been 
“zeroed-out,” Mr. Charles Anderson, Ms. Jill Sigal, and others took it upon them- 
selves to secure enough short-term funding to keep the lab open, resuscitating SREL 
to the tune of $4.3 million for FY06 and $1 million for FY07. While these figures 
were obviously below prior funding levels, the starting point was $0, and all of the 
interested parties — DOE, SREL, UGA, and the Georgia and South Carolina delega- 
tions — agreed to them. It clearly was their hope that this additional time would give 
the lab the opportunity to seek enough outside funding to become independent. 

In return for these concessions, the Georgia and South Carolina Congressional 
delegations agreed not to seek additional earmarks and assured DOE that SREL 
would become self-sufficient after FY07. As Dr. Bertsch was quoted in a University 
of Georgia Faculty and Staff Newspaper article on July 11, 2005, “We are sorry to 
see these fine staff members lose their positions, but if the federal grant must end, 
we are grateful that our congressional delegations have seen fit to give us a year 
to develop alternative funding sources.” Additionally, the Georgia and South Caro- 
lina congressional delegations expressed satisfaction with the agreement and appre- 
ciation towards Secretary Bodman and his staff in a June 28, 2006 press release. 

Unfortunately, the terms of the agreement were never conveyed to the Savannah 
River Site (SRS). Because of this, the original cooperative agreement negotiated be- 
tween SRS and UGA assumed out-year funding levels similar to previous years. 
Without knowing of the previous negotiation, the SRS Manager even told SREL to 
assume they would receive $4 million in FY07 for budget planning purposes. When 
DOE Headquarters eventually learned of the cooperative agreement in the fall of 
2006 it was rejected for not reflecting the conditions of the negotiation in 2005. 
Shortly thereafter a new cooperative agreement was signed that provided SREL 
with $1 million for infrastructure in FY07, with the ability to compete for additional 
funding for tasks based on “need, merit, and funding availability.” 

While the Cooperative Agreement was negotiated, SRS and SREL staffs worked 
hard to “projectize” SREL’s existing work so they could be submitted as proposals 
to DOE program managers for funding. After they were initially submitted, DOE 
then developed a higher standard for the projects to meet. No longer were they re- 
quired to just meet a site need, now they were required to be “mission critical.” This 
higher standard eventually led to only six of the final 27 proposed tasks being fund- 
ed by DOE. While the difference between “need” and “mission critical” could be 
purely semantic, I hope we will be able to determine what was really intended 
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today. Eventually, the result of their assessment was that SREL would only receive 
around $1.8 million in EY07. Because of this, UGA decided to significantly reduce 
SREL’s core laboratory functions in June of this year. 

No one wants to see SREL close. As we learned at the first hearing on this topic, 
the science they do is world-class, and the people that work there are of the highest 
caliber. Unfortunately DOE’s Office of Science had to make hard choices in the 
EY06 budget cycle. DOE’s Office of Environmental Management stepped up to the 
plate in FY06 and FY07 to serve as a stop-gap that kept SREL open for a couple 
more years so it could reinvent itself — something the Office of Science was trying 
to get SREL to do even before that. That being said, the lab is ultimately a UGA 
facility and they will decide the lab’s fate. DOE is simply a customer of the lab’s 
services. It is my hope that we can actually find a way to ensure that SREL stays 
open so that it can keep providing services to DOE, as well as many other agencies. 
I hope the testimony today will shed some light on how we can do just that. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Hall. Mr. Sensenhrenner said 
that Mr. Lampson’s opening statement and mine showed that we 
did not have open minds. We will certainly take as a model for 
keeping an open mind the opening statements of Mr. Sensen- 
brenner, Mr. Inglis, and Mr. Hall, for the future. 

We now have to go to votes. It appears the vote we are going to 
is a protest vote, a vote to obstruct the proceedings of the House, 
but we have to go vote. And we will return, and we will take your 
testimony when we return, and deal with other matters before the 
Committee. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Miller. Back in session. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Mr. Chairman, I have a letter to you, pur- 
suant to Rule ll(j)(l), the Minority request a day of hearings out 
of witnesses called by the Minority of the Subcommittee on Inves- 
tigations and Oversight. This is done pursuant to the rule and is 
signed by all four Republican Members. 

Chairman Miller. Well, Mr. Sensenbrenner, in that case, it does 
not appear necessary that we adjourn, as we had planned, to enter- 
tain Dr. Orbach’s testimony. 

All right. It is certainly, this is within the Minority’s rights. We 
will have such a day. We will confer with the Minority about the 
time that that will be scheduled, and hear at that time what wit- 
nesses the Minority wishes to call. We certainly have plenty before 
us today, almost all of the witnesses today are witnesses from the 
Department of Energy. 

A word about our procedures. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner, the Majority staff does call my attention to 
Rule 11, and Rule ll(j)(l) does appear to require the Minority to 
specify the witnesses before the end of the day of hearings at which 
you request the additional day. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. If the Chairman will yield, the purpose is 
to make sure that Dr. Orbach will be invited, and invited in a time- 
ly manner, so that he can prepare testimony and have the testi- 
mony approved by the Office of Management and Budget, which is 
the standard procedure that every Administration has had. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. And you know, if this, I would hope that 
this matter could be ended amicably, with an agreement that Dr. 
Orbach would be invited to testify. The reason I have submitted 
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the letter to you is that if it is not, I want to make sure that it 
is submitted in a timely manner, because Dr. Orbach’s testimony, 

I think, is essential to get to the bottom of this, and to have a com- 
plete statement. 

Chairman Miller. A couple points. Matters end amicably more 
often when they begin amicably. We have now received Dr. 
Orbach’s testimony. We are prepared to adjourn after the third 
panel today, if we can adjourn before 5:30, and have Dr. Orbach 
appear at 5:30. 

We can hold over today, and have a day of hearings of just Dr. 
Orbach, which we certainly hope would take less than a day, be- 
cause after reviewing all the documents, and our staff spending 
about an hour with Dr. Orbach, or is it Dr. Orbach, it does not ap- 
pear that he knows much at all about the decisions that are at 
issue in this hearing. 

Now, is it the Minority’s preference to have Dr. Orbach? Is it Dr. 
Orbach? Orbach. Is it Dr. or Mr.? Dr. Orbach’s testimony on an- 
other day, or would the Minority prefer to adjourn until 5:30, which 
apparently Dr. Orbach has agreed to do? 

There is no realistic possibility that any Member of this com- 
mittee will be anywhere but in the House complex at 5:30, at 7:30, 
at 9:30, at 11:30. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. If the Chairman will yield, I think we are 
prepared to hear Dr. Orbach’s testimony as soon as he can come 
up here. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Then we will proceed with what I was 
about to announce, which is that after our third panel today, we 
will adjourn, if we have completed the third panel before 5:30, 
which is not certain, given the way the day is going, and that Dr. 
Orbach has agreed to appear and testify at 5:30. 

A word about our procedures from this point going forward. And 
about agreements with respect to procedures. I did say at the last 
hearing on this topic, and at every other occasion where the ques- 
tion has come up that it is my intention to try to conduct the busi- 
ness of this committee in as fair a way possible procedurally. I 
practiced law 20 years before I was elected to Congress. I always 
began a relationship with opposing counsel on the assumption that 
it would be an amicable relationship, a candid relationship, and 
one in which we could trust each other, however bitter the dis- 
agreements between our clients might be, that we, the lawyers, 
could conduct our business amicably and with mutual trust. 

Unfortunately, it was the case in my law practice that some rela- 
tionships with opposing counsel proved that that was not a rela- 
tionship that I could trust, and for various reasons, to protect my 
clients’ interests and to protect my own reputation, rather than 
being in court repeatedly arguing before a judge about what I had 
said and what I had not said, that I wanted all agreements to be 
in writing. Oral agreements, personally or by telephone, should be 
committed promptly to writing. Interpretations of what I had said 
should be committed to writing. 

My understanding is that the Majority staff asked the Minority 

II days ago to designate witnesses. The first I heard that there 
was a problem about this was yesterday. I had a discussion with 
Mr. Hall by telephone yesterday at midday. It was an amicable dis- 
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cussion. I understood all questions had been resolved. I have heard 
that since then, Mr. Gordon had a conversation with Mr. Hall, that 
the agreement with Mr. Hall, that Mr. Hall and I had, was not one 
that all of the Minority agreed with, and that the Minority wished 
to add Dr. Orbach. 

Again, the reason, although if you look at our list of witnesses, 
we have called lots of witnesses from the Department of Energy, 
and we are not calling them because we like them. We are calling 
them because we think they know something about the decisions 
that are at issue at this hearing. 

Now, those of the witnesses we call, the reason we didn’t call Dr. 
Orbach is that after looking at all the documents, all the e-mails, 
all the memos, discussing all the interviews with staff, it appeared 
that Dr. Orbach had no real involvement with the decisions that 
were at issue. 

We do appear, unfortunately, in this committee, to have reached 
the point where amicable oral agreements will not suffice. And 
rather than have what I have said about how we will proceed ques- 
tioned at every hearing, I will now ask that everybody on the Ma- 
jority and the Minority side. Majority Members, Majority staff. Mi- 
nority Members, Minority staff, commit to writing by at least a 
quick e-mail, don’t worry about your grammar, don’t worry about 
your composition skills, but commit to writing what has been 
agreed to, so that it will be in writing. 

And if you have an interpretation of what people have said, and 
I understand that something I said in the last meeting was now 
being interpreted as a commitment that we would call certain wit- 
nesses as Majority witnesses. I would like to have known that in- 
terpretation some time ago. I would prefer not to have heard of 
that interpretation for the first time yesterday. If you have an in- 
terpretation of what we have agreed to, that that be committed to 
writing as well, and that it be committed to writing promptly, so 
that if there is a disagreement about what anyone said, we will 
know that well in advance, in time to act upon our different under- 
standings of the agreement. 

Again, it is with regret that I think we have reached that point. 
We are now about to be called again to another House vote that 
suggests that the difficulties we have with collegiality in this com- 
mittee are not unique to this committee. And I understand we have 
now been called for another vote. 

Mr. Sell, I think we do have the time to take your opening state- 
ment, but before questions, we will have to go vote, I suspect, on 
a motion to adjourn. 

Mr. Hall. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall. 

Mr. Hall. The gentleman yield? 

Chairman Miller. I yield. 

Mr. Hall. Almost everything you said was correct. I did talk 
with you yesterday and agreed that Dr. Orbach was not important 
to me. I received after that a fairly ugly letter from the Republican 
side here, and he indicated in, that lesser letter follows, objecting 
to my agreement. And when Mr. Sensenbrenner objects, well, I 
usually pay attention to it. 
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And after we had talked, I did tell you that I had no interest in 
asking Dr. Orbach any questions, and I still don’t. But I ran into 
the Chairman of the Committee, and he said how are things going. 
And I had to tell him that I just had a skirmish with Mr. Sensen- 
brenner, that he had criticized what I had agreed with you to do, 
and I had not seen you to tell you about that. 

I told Barton, I figured Bertsch saw you, but one of your staffers 
has suggested that he helped write my letters, and that is not 
going to happen. I write my own letters to you, and I am not going 
to change them at their request, and I don’t appreciate it. 

Now, I am not going to resort to writing of anything that I choose 
not to write. My word is good, and if it is not good, why, you 
shouldn’t deal with me. 

I yield back. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Well, without going into questions 
of whose word is good, unfortunately, I think rather than having 
public discussion about who has said what to whom, we have 
reached a point where we need to have things in writing. 

And again, I regret that. 

Mr. Inglis. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Inglis. 

Mr. Inglis. You might want to know this. Not a vote to adjourn. 
It is leading up to the rule. And by the way, that last vote to ad- 
journ was made by Neil Abercrombie of Hawaii. 

Chairman Miller. I heard that on the Floor, to my surprise, and 
if it makes Mr. Inglis feel any better, I was no less annoyed by the 
vote that it was from one of my own. 

But if Mr. Inglis would like to keep score the rest of this week 
on how many dilatory 

Mr. Hall. If it will help you, I will write you a letter and tell 
you I voted no on adjournment. 

Chairman Miller. And we now have opening statements from 
the various Chairs of the Subcommittees, and from Mr. Hall, the 
Ranking Member, the Chairs and Ranking Members of these two 
Subcommittees, and Mr. Hall, as the Ranking Member of the Full 
Committee. 

If any other Members wish to submit opening statements, those 
statements will be added to the record at this time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Costello follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative Jerry F. Costello 

Good Morning. Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this second hearing to exam- 
ine the events leading to the Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) decision to withdraw 
funding from the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) in fiscal year 2007. 

SREL was established to track the ecological changes and the environmental con- 
sequences of establishing nuclear weapons production facilities on the Savannah 
River Site (SRS). SREL evaluates the effects of SRS operations through a program 
of ecological research, education, and outreach, involving both basic and applied en- 
vironmental processes and principles, and has a distinguished record of publica- 
tions, with its research staff publishing 80 or more articles in peer-reviewed sci- 
entific publications annually. 

As I have stated previously, I am concerned that in the past few years, the Bush 
Administration’s budget requests have decreased funding, and, at one point, called 
for the elimination of funding for this important laboratory. Of even more concern 
to me, are actions taken by senior level staff of the DOE regarding the negotiating 
of cooperative agreements, the establishment of new funding criteria, and budgetary 
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decisions for SREL, which ultimately resulted in the end of a 50-year relationship 
between SRS and SREL and possibly the closure of the lab. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from the witnesses regarding the events 
leading up to the funding crisis, a detail of the methods used by the DOE for deter- 
mining SREL’s proposed tasks, clarity regarding the DOE’s technical peer review, 
and the extent to which all parties, specifically SREL, understood any commitment 
to become self-sustaining in fiscal year 2007. Again, thank you Mr. Chairman for 
calling this hearing and I welcome our witnesses. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell, I think we have enough time, if you 
indeed do adhere to five minutes, to take your testimony, and then 
return for questions. 

And we do need to swear you in. It is our practice to take Sub- 
committee testimony under oath. Mr. Sell, do you have any objec- 
tion to being sworn in? Okay. You also have the right to be rep- 
resented by Counsel. Are you represented by Counsel at today’s 
hearing? 

Mr. Sell. Well, only to the extent that 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell, if you would please raise your hand, 
and stand. You are already standing, I see. 

[Witness sworn] 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Sell. You may begin. 

Panel I: 

STATEMENT MR. CLAY SELL, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF 
ENERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Mr. Sell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And to Chairman Lampson 
as well. And to the Members of the Committee. I appreciate this 
opportunity to come here today, to help explain the Department of 
Energy’s relationship with the Savannah River Ecology Lab, com- 
monly known as SREL. 

I do want to say, Mr. Chairman, and I say this with the greatest 
level of respect, that I do have to take exception to some of the 
characterizations made in your opening statement and Mr. 
Lampson’s opening statement. To the extent that you suggested 
that the Department or our employees dealt in bad faith, or dealt 
dishonestly, I simply do not think the facts bear that out. 

I am not prepared to say that we have been perfect. I do not sug- 
gest that we could not have done things better, but I do firmly be- 
lieve that we, this Department, and our employees, have worked in 
good faith to keep our commitments. 

A small bit of background. SREL was established on the grounds 
of the Federal Government’s Savannah River Site in 1951 by the 
University of Georgia, using funding from the Department of Ener- 
gy’s predecessor agency, the Atomic Energy Commission. Since that 
time, and up until 2005, the Federal Government provided non- 
competitive funding to support this university-operated laboratory. 
Two years ago, however, the circumstances changed. In the Fiscal 
Year ’06 budget proposal to Congress, which was finalized before 
Secretary Bodman or I arrived, the Department made the decision 
to terminate support for research in surficial science, which is 
SREL’s primary area of expertise. No money in the Fiscal Year 
2006 budget request was requested for SREL, in order for the De- 
partment to focus its very limited resources on higher basic science 
priorities. 
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Now, after hearing concerns from the Congress, the Department 
of Energy and Secretary Bodman made the decision to instead sup- 
port a more measured withdrawal of its direct funding support 
from the Savannah River Ecology Lah, while assisting in its transi- 
tion to a future of self-sustainability. 

Subsequently, representatives from the Department of Energy, 
the University of Georgia, and interested Congressional offices met 
numerous times to discuss the Department’s future funding con- 
tributions to SREL. Those discussions concluded in May of 2005, 
over two years ago, with an agreement that the Department would 
provide funds in the total of approximately $4 million in Eiscal 
Year 2006 and $1 million for Eiscal Year 2007, in addition to any 
funds awarded through the competitive review process. Implicit in 
this agreement was the understanding that following Eiscal Year 
2007, the Department of Energy would no longer provide guaran- 
teed funding to SREL. The Department’s future funding engage- 
ment with the laboratory would be limited to funding individual 
SREL projects, based on the Department’s mission need, the merit 
of those proposals, and the availability of funding. 

Additionally, the University of Georgia committed that it would 
pursue project by project financing from other institutions, as well 
as the Department of Energy, in order to become self-sustaining, 
and to wean itself from noncompetitive federal support. 

It remains, and I would like to emphasize this, it remains our 
collective hope and expectation that the agreement reached in 2005 
would permit the laboratory to operate, and continue to operate, 
and even to expand its horizons, as has been the case for the Sa- 
vannah River National Laboratory. SRNL receives no guaranteed 
funding and has grown its budget to nearly $140 million by making 
its substantial R&D capabilities available to other government and 
private customers. 

The Savannah River National Lab model is a successful one, 
which we quite frankly hope to replicate by memorializing the May 
2005 agreement with a formal cooperative agreement in December 
2006. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell, I do have three and one-half min- 
utes to get to the Eloor, and it takes me about seven to get there. 

I do want to have the opportunity to hear your testimony. Would 
you mind holding off and completing it when we return? 

Mr. Sell. Of course not. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Thank you, Mr. Sell. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell, would you like to complete your tes- 
timony? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, I would. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I believe 
I can do that in, I believe in short of two minutes. 

I was just talking about the example of the Savannah River Na- 
tional Lab, and we at the Department do believe it is a model, or 
that model is a successful one, which we hope to replicate by me- 
morializing the May 2005 agreement with SREL with a formal co- 
operative agreement in December 2006. 

The formal December agreement was signed by the Department 
of Energy and the University of Georgia. I have a copy of it here. 
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and I request your approval to submit the copy of the agreement 
as part of the formal hearing record. 

Chairman Miller. That would be fine. I think we have, I assume 
we have received this in advance, Mr. Sell. 

Mr. Sell. Yes, you have. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Then we will admit it into evidence. 

[See Appendix: Additional Material for the Record.^ 

Chairman Miller. Will you put it in the record of the hearing 
at this time? 

Mr. Sell. I had hoped that was the case, but I saw your staff 
nodding behind you, so I know it was the case. 

Chairman Miller. I saw them too. That is why. 

Mr. Sell. I should note, and this is important. 

Mr. Hall. Was it made a part of the record or not? 

Chairman Miller. Yes, it was. Without objection, it is now part 
of the record. 

Mr. Hall. That is what I wanted to hear. I didn’t even need that 
in writing. 

Chairman Miller. All right. 

Mr. Sell. I should note, Mr. Chairman, that in the timeframe 
following conclusion of the May 2005 agreement, but before it was 
memorialized in this agreement in December 2006, SREL was pro- 
vided information by our Savannah River Site Manager, Jeff Alli- 
son, to use $4 million as a planning level for Fiscal Year 2007. 

At that time, Mr. Allison was uninformed of the terms of the 
May 2005 agreement, and this in fact caused some confusion. Upon 
learning those terms in October of 2006, Mr. Allison corrected the 
record and the understanding with SREL. 

In summary, the Department of Energy values the work done by 
the Savannah River Ecology Lab. It was the hope and expectation 
of the Secretary, of me, and of all involved, that SREL would de- 
velop a plan to secure outside funding to become more self-sus- 
taining, as is the practice of other research institutions, and as 
they themselves had committed to doing in both May 2005 and De- 
cember 2006. 

Since that initial agreement, the lab has had nearly two years 
to plan for the point at which DOE would no longer provide direct 
operational support on a noncompetitive basis. It is unfortunate 
that the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory has been unable to do 
so, and that the University has not responded with a plan for how 
they intend to transform the lab into a thriving, self-sustaining in- 
stitution. 

We at the Department of Energy have kept, and we will continue 
to keep our commitments to SREL under the terms of the coopera- 
tive agreement. 

And with that, I am happy to answer your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sell follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Clay Sell 

Good Morning Chairman Miller, Chairman Lampson, and Members of the Com- 
mittee. I appreciate this opportunity to come here today to help explain the Depart- 
ment of Energy’s relationship with the Savannah River Ecology Labora- 
tory. . .commonly known as SREL. 

SREL was established on the grounds of the Federal Government’s Savannah 
River Site in 1951 by the University of Georgia using funding from the Department 
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of Energy’s predecessor agency, the Atomic Energy Commission. Since that time, 
and up until 2005, the Federal Government provided non-competitive funding to 
support this University operated laboratory. 

Two years ago, however, the circumstances changed. 

In light of sound management principles, a tight budget atmosphere, and consid- 
ering the necessity to balance national priorities while maximizing technical, sci- 
entific, and mission-driven return on the taxpayer dollar, the Department of Energy 
(DOE) made the decision to support a measured withdrawal of its direct funding 
support from the Savannah River Ecology Lab, while assisting its transition to a 
future of self-sustainability. 

Subsequently, representatives from the Department of Energy, the University of 
Georgia, and interested Congressional offices met numerous times to discuss the De- 
partment’s future funding contributions to the Lab. Those discussions concluded in 
May 2005 with an agreement that the Department would provide funds in the total 
of $4 million for Fiscal Year 2006 and $1 million for Fiscal Year 2007 in addition 
to any funds awarded through the competitive review process. Implicit in this agree- 
ment was the understanding that following FY07, DOE would no longer provide 
guaranteed funding for the Laboratory. The Department’s future funding engage- 
ment with the Laboratory would be limited to funding individual SREL projects 
based on the Department’s mission need, merit of the proposals, and funding avail- 
ability. Additionally, the University of Georgia committed that it would pursue 
project-by-project financing from other institutions, as well as DOE, in order to be- 
come self-sustaining and to wean itself from non-competitive federal support. 

It remains our collective hope and expectation that the agreement reached in 2005 
would permit the Laboratory to operate — and even expand its horizons — as has been 
the case for the Savannah River National Laboratory which receives no guaranteed 
funding and has grown its budget to nearly $140 million annually by making its 
substantial R&D capabilities available to other government and private customers. 

The Savannah River National Lab model is a successful one which we hoped to 
replicate by memorializing the May 2005 agreement with a formal Cooperative 
Agreement in December 2006. The formal December agreement was signed by the 
Department of Energy and the University of Georgia (I req^uest your approval to 
submit a copy of this Agreement for the Record). [See Appendix: Additional Material 
for the Record.] 

I should note that in the time frame following conclusion of the May 2005 agree- 
ment, but before it was memorialized in December 2006, SREL was provided infor- 
mation by our Savannah River Site Manager, Mr. Jeff Allison, to use $4 million as 
a planning level for Fiscal Year 2007. At that time, Mr. Allison was uninformed of 
the terms of the May 2005 agreement. Upon learning those terms in October 2006, 
Mr. Allison corrected the record with the Laboratory. 

In summary, we value the work done by the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 
It was the hope and expectation of the Secretary, me, and all involved, that the Lab- 
oratory would develop a plan to secure outside funding to become self-sustaining, 
as is the practice of other research institutions and as they themselves had com- 
mitted to doing in both May 2005 and December 2006. Since that initial agreement, 
the Lab has had nearly two years to plan for the point at which DOE would no 
longer provide direct operational support on a non-competitive basis. It is unfortu- 
nate that the Savannah River Ecolo^ Laboratory has been unable to do so and that 
the University has not responded with a plan for how they intend to transform the 
Lab into a thriving, self-sustaining institution. We at the Department of Energy 
have kept and will continue to keep our commitments to this Lab under the terms 
of the Cooperative Agreement. 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

Biography for Clay Sell 

Clay Sell was sworn in March 21, 2005 as Deputy Secretary of Energy after being 
unanimously confirmed by the United States Senate. As Deputy Secretary, Mr. Sell 
plays a vital role in maintaining and strengthening the economic and national secu- 
rity of the Nation while supporting the important scientific and research missions 
conducted by the Department of Energy. The Deputy Secretary also serves as the 
Department’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) and assists the Secretary with policy 
and programmatic oversight over the 100,000 employee, $23 billion agency. 

Since February 2004, Mr. Sell served as a Special Assistant to the President for 
Legislative Affairs, specializing in coordinating and promoting the President’s legis- 
lative agenda in the United States Senate with a primary focus in the policy areas 
of energy, natural resources, budget, and appropriations. Previous to his work in the 
Legislative Affairs Office, Mr. Sell served as a member of the President’s National 
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Economic Council and as Special Assistant to the President for Economic Policy. As 
such, he was the President’s primary advisor on issues pertaining to energy and 
natural resources, and he coordinated the development and implementation of the 
Administration’s energy policy. 

Prior to his service at the White House, Mr. Sell was the Staff Director and Ma- 
jority Clerk of the Senate Energy and Water Development Appropriations Sub- 
committee, working directly for the Subcommittee Chairman, Senator Pete Domen- 
ici of New Mexico and the Full Committee Chairman, Senator Ted Stevens of Alas- 
ka. Mr. Sell led the Republican staff of the Energy and Water Subcommittee from 
January 2000 to July 2003. 

Previously, Mr. Sell served on the Bush-Cheney Transition as part of the energy 
policy team. From 1995 to 1999, he served on the staff of Congressman Mac Thorn- 
berry of Texas, functioning the last two years as the Congressman’s Administrative 
Assistant. 

Before moving to Washington, Mr. Sell practiced law in Texas. He received his 
Bachelor’s degree from Texas Tech University and his J.D. from the University of 
Texas School of Law. He and his wife have three children. 


Discussion 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Sell. 

At this time, the Chair, this will be our first round of questions. 
The Chair recognizes himself for five minutes. 

SREL Funding Sources for Fiscal Years 2006 and 

2007 

Mr. Sell, you spoke in your testimony of the deal concerning 
SREL in May of 2005, or about that time in 2005. There was a 
memo prepared for Secretary Bodman in May of 2005, which sup- 
posedly sets out the deal for SREL funding for Fiscal Years 2006 
and 2007. There is also an e-mail from Mr. Rispoli of Environ- 
mental Management, of last October, that set out a path forward 
for SREL. 

Neither of those sets out that there were orders that DOE pro- 
grams not fund SREL. Is that correct? Is there any writing, is 
there anything in writing giving a direction for the Department of 
Energy programs not fund SREL? 

Mr. Sell. To my knowledge, the direction that came out of the 
May 2005 agreement was what level of base noncompetitive fund- 
ing SREL would receive, and that was basically $4 million and 
change for Fiscal Year ’06, and $1 million in Fiscal Year 2007. 

Chairman Miller. But it was your intention that there be other 
funding available on a competitive basis. 

Mr. Sell. It was contemplated that SREL would seek and hope- 
fully receive other funding from Departmental elements, as well as 
other outside elements, and in fact, that is something that I think 
was encouraged. 

Chairman Miller. Our staff has met with Mr. Allison, who I 
think will testify later today, I think is on the way behind you, that 
he was the DOE Site Manager for Savannah River. He explained 
to you that the lab, on October 16 of last year, that the lab needed 
to do research, support regulatory matters, do education, outreach 
work, and help with stewardship of the Savannah River Site. 

Do you recall that meeting? 

Mr. Sell. I recall the meeting. I do not specifically recall that 
exact conversation, but I have no reason to believe that is not an 
accurate characterization. 



132 


Chairman Miller. Okay. And he explained that that was the 
work that he had agreed to, and why he had negotiated a five-year, 
$4 million a year agreement with SREL. Is that correct, or do you 
not recall? 

Mr. Sell. I recall Mr. Allison telling me, in fact, that he was not 
aware of the May 2005 agreement, which set the levels of base non- 
competitive funding for SREL, and that he had assumed, in negoti- 
ating the five year Cooperative Agreement, that the Fiscal Year 
2006 level of basically $4 million, would be continued as base non- 
competitive funding through the five-year extension of the Coopera- 
tive Agreement. I took the opportunity to acquaint Mr. Allison of 
the specific terms of the May 2005 agreement, as I understood 
them, and as, quite frankly, everyone with the exception of Mr. Al- 
lison understood them in May of 2005. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Well, on that same day, you directed 
Mr. Rispoli that the site could support the lab, and that the needs 
can, and this is a quotation from the e-mail, an e-mail from Mr. 
Rispoli — apparently, they put everything in writing at the Depart- 
ment of Energy: “The needs can include what was presented 
today.” Is that, did Mr. Rispoli get it wrong? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, I agree with you. To the extent that 
Mr. Rispoli’s e-mail suggested that SREL could make proposals for 
additional funding, in addition to the base funding, for mission ac- 
tivities, that is something that was contemplated, supported, and 
encouraged. 

Chairman Miller. Again, with respect to the mission, do you 
agree that the mission described by Mr. Allison and that Mr. 
Rispoli was referring to, was research, support on regulatory mat- 
ters, education, outreach work, and stewardship of the site. 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, none of those concepts strike me as in- 
consistent with what the Department of Energy is seeking to ac- 
complish in Savannah River. Quite frankly, I leave decisions on 
what is appropriate to the mission, what is needed for the mission, 
what is appropriate given the funding constraints for what we are 
trying to accomplish, I leave those determinations to the Program 
Officer, who is Assistant Secretary Jim Rispoli, his deputy Charlie 
Anderson, and the members of the Environmental Management 
team. 

If they determined that those activities were appropriate, then I 
would have no reason to believe that determination was incorrect. 

Chairman Miller. So, the additional funding that would be, as 
you said, competitive, could include all of that work. All that work 
would be eligible for the funding that you say would be based com- 
petitively, not noncompetitively. Would it not be a lump sum, but 
would be task by task, competitively granted? 

Mr. Sell. From my perspective, Mr. Chairman, there is no rea- 
son that couldn’t be, but I want to emphasize that I would leave 
that, from my standpoint as the Chief Operating Officer of the De- 
partment, to the Program Head, Mr. Rispoli, and his team. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Well 

Mr. Sell. If they said it was appropriate, then I would accept 
that it is appropriate. If they concluded otherwise, I would conclude 
otherwise. 

Chairman Miller. All right. My time has expired. Mr. Lampson. 
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Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Chairman Miller, and we will 
continue with some of that. 

Can you explain, Mr. Sell, why DOE spokespeople, in statements 
and letters, keep talking about the need for the lab to be self-sus- 
taining, it is a phrase in your own testimony, and what does it 
mean if not that the lab should pursue DOE program dollars, as 
well as other sources of funding? I think at the time, that was okay 
with you and the Secretary. Is that right? 

Mr. Sell. The reason, Mr. Lampson, that we refer to a desire for 
SREL to be self-sustaining is because they are an important insti- 
tution, and they do good work, particularly in the area of surface 
ecology. In fact, we are spending in addition to the $1 million in 
base funding in Eiscal Year 2007, $1.2 million to do additional 
work that is necessary to the Department. It is our desire that we 
continue to have the opportunity to contract with SREL many 
years into the future. 

But that is different from a commitment to carry all of the over- 
head and base funding that is required to keep SREL operating. It 
is our desire that they become self-sustaining, that they are a via- 
ble and growing institution that we can continue to use. 

If I may, Mr. Lampson, give you some of the context of Eiscal 
Year 2006 and 2007. We spend, on environmental cleanup, about 
$1.2 billion a year at the Savannah River Site, and there are still 
many things that many of the citizens of the area would like us to 
do. They would like us to do it faster. They would like us to com- 
plete things more quickly, and we simply don’t have the resources 
to do that. 

Eor me, ultimately, as I look at this question, it is do we want 
to divert resources from cleanup in order to pay, if I may use Mr. 
Inglis’ analogy, a retainer to the University of Georgia’s laboratory, 
or would I prefer to take those resources, devote more to cleanup, 
and only buy from SREL what we actually need to conduct our 
mission? 

Our decision, and I think it was the right one, was to opt for the 
latter course. 

Details of the Cooperative Agreement 

Chairman Lampson. Dr. Bertsch’s business plan in May of 2005 
shows that he understood that there was to be a shift in the way 
DOE funded the lab, but nothing anywhere suggests that the De- 
partment was looking at controlling what the site could do to place 
work with the lab, and that is what ultimately happened. 

How much warning did the lab have that Headquarters was 
going to manage the SREL Cooperative Agreement? 

Mr. Sell. I believe, and I think the testimony will indicate that 
SREL knew exactly what the terms were, going forward, in May 
of 2005. 

Chairman Lampson. When did the notice come? When did notice 
go to them? 

Mr. Sell. I believe they knew that in May of 2005. If you are 
using notice in terms of 

Chairman Lampson. That Headquarters was going to do that at 
that 
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Mr. Sell. The suggestion that this was being controlled out of 
Headquarters, I don’t know that I can necessarily agree with that. 
Certainly, Headquarters, Secretary Bodman, or then Assistant Sec- 
retary for Congressional Affairs, Jill Sigal and Charlie Anderson, 
were part of a decision in May of 2005 that was prompted by Mem- 
bers of Congress, who wrote letters to Secretary Bodman saying get 
involved in this. We don’t like your Fiscal Year 2006 budget re- 
quest that zeroed out completely the SREL, and please get in- 
volved. He did get involved. As he indicated in his letter, we devel- 
oped a workout that was $4 million in base funding in ’06, $1 mil- 
lion in base funding in ’07, and that was communicated to SREL, 
and I believe was well understood by everyone, except for Mr. Alli- 
son. 

Chairman Lampson. Notice went to them, though, for the record, 
January 29 of ’07. So, the lab had to change its approach to fund- 
ing everyone, that everyone can agree was a clear message, but 
there is no message to the lab, not from Anderson, not from Alli- 
son, that the Department was not interested in work from the lab 
until the spring of 2007. And there is no indication of any commu- 
nication, and/or in any communication to the lab that Head- 
quarters was going to micromanage the site’s relationship with 
SREL until January of ’07, and that doesn’t sound like two years 
notice. 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, I don’t know that there was ever a deci- 
sion for Headquarters to micromanage this contract. Maybe there 
was, and perhaps it is a better question to some of the subsequent 
DOE witnesses, but certainly, the Secretary and I, and those that 
we hold accountable 

Chairman Lampson. Can you show that to me in writing? Where 
is the proof of that, of what you are stating right now? 

Mr. Sell. I am sorry. Where is the proof of 

Chairman Lampson. Your statements and the Secretary’s state- 
ments to SREL. You are saying that SREL knew what the deal was 
two years ago. Where is the proof of that? 

Mr. Sell. I know that Mr. Anderson, who is sitting behind me, 
and was then the acting head of Environmental Management, had 
a conversation with the Director of SREL 

Chairman Lampson. So, the proof is in a conversation. 

Mr. Sell. I believe he will testify to that. I know that we also 
had conversations with members of the higher level leadership of 
the University of Georgia. There were also contemporaneous notes 
taken, as reflected in a memorandum to the Secretary. 

Chairman Lampson. What about with Mr. Allison? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Allison was not aware of it, to my knowledge. He 
has said that he wasn’t, and I believe him. But I also believe Mr. 
Anderson, who I have great regard for, and is a very distinguished 
career civil servant at the Department of Energy. When he tells me 
that he talked to the Director of SREL in May of 2005, and made 
him explicitly aware of what the understanding was, I believe him. 

Chairman Lampson. My time is expired. I yield back, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Mr. Sensenbrenner is recognized 
for five minutes. 
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Does the Department oe Energy Award 
Noncompetitive Funding? 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let 
me start out by alluding to what I said earlier on today, and that 
is that this committee has historically been very supportive of the 
business of competitive funding for research, whether it is in DOE, 
NSF, NASA, or any of the other agencies under our jurisdiction. 
And the same thing has been true for the Energy and Commerce 
Committee and the Agriculture Committee on agricultural grants 
and NIH grants. 

Why did SREL think that they could not survive in a competitive 
grant environment? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Sensenbrenner, I don’t know that they did think 
that, and I just can’t, I can’t speak to that. Our belief and our hope 
was that they could survive, and that they could, in fact, thrive, in 
a competitive environment. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Of course, it is always easier to back up to 
the pay window on the first day of the fiscal year, without writing 
a grant application and competing against grant applications that 
are in the same area or under the same niche in the budget, 
whether it’s in DOE or any other agency. 

Does DOE support any other labs noncompetitively, like they did 
with SREL? 

Mr. Sell. I am sure that there are examples, in our Depart- 
ment’s history, that are comparable to SREL. And certainly, some 
of our laboratories that are government owned and operated by 
contractors, are managed and structured in a different way. They 
are managed under a management and operating contract, with an 
entity like the University of Chicago, where we do, in fact, carry 
all of the overhead, and pay all of the salaries for the facility, and 
then task the facility to do certain kinds of work. 

But I am not aware of other outside entities at the Department 
of Energy, where we contract for work, where we also just pay for 
all of their overhead and carrying costs. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Okay. Has it been the policy of the Depart- 
ment, at least as long as you have been there, to place emphasis 
on competitive grants rather than noncompetitive grants? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. I have no further questions. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. Sell’s Role in the Cooperative Agreement 

Mr. Hall. Mr. Sell, just what role did you actually play in nego- 
tiating the Cooperative Agreement between University of Georgia 
and DOE? 

Mr. Sell. I played no role in the negotiation of the agreement. 

Mr. Hall. And what role did you play in the 2005 negotiation 
with Georgia and South Carolina Congressional delegation? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Hall, I was not involved in those discussions at all. 

Mr. Hall. You delegate those things, don’t you? 

Mr. Sell. I try to. 

Mr. Hall. What role did you play in revising the cooperative 
agreement? 
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Mr. Sell. I was not involved in that. 

Mr. Hall. And did you have any role in evaluating the projects 
proposed earlier in the year? 

Mr. Sell. I was not involved in that, and quite frankly, I think 
it would be inappropriate for me to be involved. 

New Funding Criteria for SREL 

Mr. Hall. Did you have any role in developing the criteria of the 
“mission critical” that SREL’s tasks had to meet, or that you re- 
quested that they meet? You didn’t have anything to do with that, 
did you? 

Mr. Sell. I had no role in that, and that is something, quite 
frankly, I expect the program head and his team to be responsible 
for. 

Mr. Hall. Does DOE have another lab at Savannah River Site? 

Mr. Sell. We do have another lab, the Savannah River National 
Laboratory, which is also on the Savannah River Site. 

Mr. Hall. That lab came from a lump sum grant, or by task by 
task basis? 

Mr. Sell. It is funded on a task by task basis, from the Depart- 
ment of Energy and other federal and private entities. 

Mr. Hall. Is the work competitively awarded? 

Mr. Sell. My understanding and belief is that it is. 

Mr. Hall. Treated the same or similar to the instance we are in 
question here on? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hall. Does that work have to align with program needs? 

Mr. Sell. Certainly. It is the desire of the Department of Energy 
to only fund work that we actually need to carry out our missions. 

Mr. Hall. Earlier this spring, program managers were tasked to 
evaluate work proposed by SREL, to determine if they had a need 
for work. And soon thereafter, they were asked to determine if the 
task met a “mission critical need.” What is your definition of a mis- 
sion critical need? 

Mr. Sell. First, as an operating principle, I leave it to the pro- 
gram head to determine what is mission critical, but work that is 
necessary to achieve elements of our mission, I would refer to as 
mission critical. 

Mr. Hall. Who would know more about the issue in question 
here than you know, then? 

Mr. Sell. I think just about anybody of the people sitting behind 
me 

Mr. Hall. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. — would know more about that. 

Mr. Hall. And specifically, who — at one time, this was a zeroed 
out issue, was it not? 

Mr. Sell. It was. It was 

Mr. Hall. Who made that decision? 

Mr. Sell. Well, ultimately, that was a decision made by the De- 
partment of Energy. At the time, we were led by a different Sec- 
retary, and we were led by a different Assistant Secretary for Envi- 
ronmental Management. Ray Orbach, who was then head of the Of- 
fice of Science, was there at the time, and he was certainly a party 
to that decision to zero out funding in Fiscal Year 2006. 



137 


Mr. Hall. And who brought it to your attention? 

Mr. Sell. This issue actually was not brought to my attention, 
that I can recall 

Mr. Hall. Who was the first one to complain that they had been 
zeroed out? So far as you know. 

Mr. Sell. That was brought to the Department by Congressional 
delegations in South Carolina and Georgia. 

Mr. Hall. And what were they told? 

Mr. Sell. Originally, Secretary Bodman, responded to the let- 
ters, and explained that due to the tight funding constraints in the 
Office of Science, and due to a decision to focus our Basic Science 
R&D work on the subsurface, on the movement of contaminants in 
the subsurface, rather than on the surface, that we had made the 
difficult decision to terminate base funding for the Savannah River 
Ecology Lab in our Fiscal Year 2006 budget proposal. 

Mr. Hall. And you have that in writing somewhere in your files, 
do you not? 

Mr. Sell. That was in writing. It is reflected in the letters. I be- 
lieve it is reflected in our original Fiscal Year 2006 budget justifica- 
tion. 


DOE Support for SREL 

Mr. Hall. Then who, if anyone, came to the aid of SREL, within 
the Department? 

Mr. Sell. Within the Department, it was principally Assistant 
Secretary Jill Sigal, and then Acting Assistant Secretary Charlie 
Anderson of the Environmental Management. And of course. Sec- 
retary Bodman and I were new to the Department. We had not 
been party to the development of the Fiscal Year 2006 budget. 
They made the case that the work at Savannah River Ecology Lab 
was important, and that we should have a more measured with- 
drawal of the base funding from the laboratory. They were the ones 
that took the leadership in negotiating an agreement which was ac- 
ceptable to the University of Georgia, and the Georgia and South 
Carolina delegations, which resulted in $4 million base funding in 
’06, $1 million in ’07, and the opportunity to earn additional 
amounts in all and future years. 

Mr. Hall. And did you and Mr. Bodman both see that as an ef- 
fort by Jill Sigal to support SREL? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Hall. And was she successful? 

Mr. Sell. Well, I believe that she was successful. It was a work- 
out that was, I think, good and appropriate for SREL, and also, 
quite frankly, for the Department of Energy. 

Mr. Hall. So far as you know, did she have anything to do with 
zeroing them out? 

Mr. Sell. I am not aware that — I just don’t know that she had 
anything to do with the decision in Fiscal Year 2006 to zero the 
laboratory. 

Mr. Hall. But you do know that she came to their aid and 
worked it through. 

Mr. Sell. I do know that. 

Mr. Hall. I yield back. 
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Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall yields back a negative a little more 
than a minute. 

Mr. Hall. I owe you some. 

Chairman Miller. We did. You had not exceeded your time by 
any more than I had. 

Mr. Hall. Mr. Chairman, we fuss back and forth, but you have 
been very generous. I am one of your fans. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Thank you. Mr. Inglis is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Sell, SREL does good 
work? 

Mr. Sell. They do good work, particularly in the area of surface 
ecology. 

Mr. Inglis. And so, their work is valuable, and there is no dis- 
pute about that. 

Mr. Sell. Their work is valuable, and we desire to have a con- 
tinuing relationship, where we continue to procure services from 
SREL. 

Mr. Inglis. How would that work, that you would procure their 
services? 

Mr. Sell. The way we contemplated it working is that SREL 
would make proposals for work to the Department, and if the De- 
partment determined them to be appropriate from a mission stand- 
point and from a merit standpoint, and that we had available 
funds, the Department would make the decision to procure the sci- 
entific work from SREL. 

Mr. Inglis. And I suppose your other agencies or labs available 
to you, to go to for that work as well. In other words, SREL would 
have to compete with other potential providers. 

Mr. Sell. They would conceivably have to compete with other 
providers. There are other very good providers associated with the 
University of South Carolina, associated with the University of 
Georgia. There are private sector vendors of these services, and 
other universities that could potentially do that, and laboratories. 
But the Department has a high regard for the quality of work we 
have received over the years from SREL. 

Mr. Inglis. This action by the Department involves a different 
funding mechanism. Basically, they can no longer count on, SREL 
wouldn’t be able to count on money at the beginning of the year. 

Mr. Sell. It is our desire, and it is the agreement that we made, 
that beginning in Eiscal Year 2008, there would be no base, auto- 
matic, noncompetitive award of money to SREL; going forward, all 
funds that go to SREL would be on a competitive basis. 

Mr. Inglis. Nearby, Savannah River National Lab operates. Does 
it — what kind of funding arrangement does it have? 

Mr. Sell. They receive no base funding from the Department. It 
is all done on a task by task basis from the Department, as well 
as other federal agencies, and the private sector. That is a model 
which has proven to be very successful. Savannah River National 
Lab has a budget in excess of $140 million of work now, on an an- 
nual basis. 

Mr. Inglis. That they have gone out and won, basically. They 
have bid for it or won. Somehow, they have achieved that success. 
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Mr. Sell. They won it based on their impressive R&D capabili- 
ties, and they have marketed those, and they have been rewarded. 

Mr. Inglis. And so, answering, that number is $140 million? 

Mr. Sell. $140 million and thereabouts. 

Mr. Inglis. SREL’s base amount they were getting was? 

Mr. Sell. SREL had historically been receiving, or in recent his- 
tory, before Eiscal Year 2006, about $8 million a year in base fund- 
ing from the Department of Energy. 

Mr. Inglis. So, I wonder, this may be a hard, you are not here 
to talk about Savannah River National Lab, but I wonder how it 
has ramped up to $140 million. Do you have any idea how it has 
ramped up to $140 million? In other words, did it start out at $140 
million, or did they, did it grow? 

Mr. Sell. It is my belief, sir, that it has grown. If I could, I 
would like to provide the exact growth path 

Mr. Inglis. Right. 

Mr. Sell. — to you for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

INSERT FOR THE RECORD 
GROWTH PATH OF SRNL 


The Savannah River National Laboratory’s budget has grown from approximately $120 
million in FY2000 to $ 1 73.3 million in FY2007. This laboratory does not receive any base 
frmding from the Department. Instead its funding from DOE programs is based on the DOE 
programs’ mission needs and SRNL’s capabilities to meet those needs. The Department has 
allowed the laboratory to diversify its portfolio and customer base to reach out to other federal 
agencies and to commercial entities. In FY2007, the support from other entities has exceeded 
nine pacent of SRNL’s funding level. The exact growth path is provided below: 


Fiscal 

Year 

Funding 

(Million) 

Department of 
Energy Programs 
(Vo) 

Other Federal 
Agency (%) 

Commercial 
Entity (%) 

2000 

I20.S 

91.89 

7.94 

0.17 

2001 

123.3 

95.32 

4.33 

0,35 

2002 

130.6 

96.23 

3.57 


2003 

132.8 

95.70 

4.26 

0.03 

2004 

123.9 

92.73 

6.97 

0.30 

2005 

128.1 

91.92 

7.57 

0.51 

2006 

138.1 

92.80 

6.34 

0.85 

2007 

173.7 

90.59 

8.55 

0.86 


Mr. Inglis. Yeah, I realize that is not the subject of the hearing, 
but it is an interesting comparison. These are two facilities fairly 
close by to each other, same kind of people work at both of them, 
I would think, except that the Savannah River National Lab, I sup- 
pose, has Department of Energy employees, I suppose, right, or? 
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Mr. Sell. It is actually operated by our site contractor, so they 
are actually contractor employees, but 

Mr. Inglis. Yeah, so — but similar kinds of communities, similar 
kinds of people, same proficiencies, experts in what they do. And 
so, I guess, I think it is just, it is interesting to note that two facili- 
ties close by, one growing without base funding, the other losing its 
base funding, but being given the same opportunity. 

I am almost out of time, but do you want to comment on that 

Mr. Sell. It was certainly our hope and our expectation, and our 
desire that SREL follow a similar path that we had seen the Sa- 
vannah River National Laboratory pursue with such success. 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you. 

Mr. Sell. And that continues to be our desire. 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Inglis, and the Chair ap- 
plauds the Members more or less keeping to their time require- 
ments, the time limits. 

Who Knew About SREL Funding Changes? 

Mr. Sell, you testified earlier that only Jeff Allison appears to 
have been out of the loop. Only Jeff Allison appears not to have un- 
derstood the deal, that he said that, that he didn’t understand that 
SREL would get no more than $1 million in base funding. Every- 
thing else would be based upon competition. He said he didn’t 
know that, nobody told him, and you believed him. Is that correct? 

Mr. Sell. Yes. I should clarify. When I say Jeff Allison, I really, 
to be more accurate, it is really Jeff Allison and his team. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. In the Savannah River Site office. Those that work for 
him. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. But you have said that SREL itself un- 
derstood. Is that right? 

Mr. Sell. That is my belief. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And so. Dr. Bertsch is here today. This 
is the second time he has come. And I understand, based upon his 
interviews with our staff, that he will testify that nobody told him, 
either. 

Do you believe that Dr. Bertsch is not testifying truthfully if that 
proves to be his testimony? 

Mr. Sell. I have reviewed the testimony as well, and there are 
obviously different recollections. But I will tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
that I hold Charlie Anderson in high regard, and he has told me 
that he had a conversation with the Director of SREL, and I be- 
lieve him. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Anderson told you that. 

Mr. Sell. Yes, he has. 

Chairman Miller. My understanding is that he has told our 
staff, in their interviews to prepare this hearing, that he did not, 
he does not recall telling either Mr. Allison or Dr. Bertsch. Okay. 
What he — excuse me. I am corrected. He does not remember ex- 
actly when or exactly how. 

We have asked for 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, if I may, the fact that the Director 
knew the situation, I do believe is reflected in the statement that 
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he made in the University of Georgia press release in July of 2005. 
This is early on, and if I may, I would like to read his quote, where 
he said: “If the federal grant must end, we are grateful that our 
Congressional delegations have seen fit to give us a year to develop 
alternative funding sources.” That is the Director of SREL quoted 
in his own press release, in July of 2005, over two years ago. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. So, you do contend today that if Dr. 
Bertsch sits at that chair, and swears an oath to tell the truth, and 
says that no one ever told him that SREL going forward would re- 
ceive no more than $1 million in base funding, and that all of the 
funding would come from competitive grants. He would not be tes- 
tifying truthfully. 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, I am going to kindly resist the oppor- 
tunity to sit in judgment on others’ testimony. I only desire to tell 
you what my belief and my understanding is. 

Who Will Eill SREL’s Role? 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Mr. Sell, a lot of the work that SREL 
was doing before has been described already in your testimony and 
your answers to previous questions. They include research, sup- 
porting regulatory matters, including long-term environmental 
monitoring, education, outreach work, and helping with the stew- 
ardship of this site. What of that work is now being done by an- 
other laboratory based upon competition? 

Mr. Sell. I do not know. 

Chairman Miller. Is any of it being done by anyone else? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, I simply do not know. I tried to ac- 
quaint myself with the facts. My involvement in this, quite frankly, 
was very limited. But I wanted to represent the Department well, 
tried to go back and review the facts, so that I could speak to them, 
but on that particular question, I simply do not know. But I would 
be happy to provide that information after the hearing. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Well, Mr. Sell, we have asked for a va- 
riety of documents. When the Department makes grants based 
upon competition, makes competitive grants, what sorts of docu- 
ments does the Department generate? It is not oral, is it? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, it is not my desire to be evasive on 
very sound questions. In my role at the Department of Energy, I 
oversee an enterprise of 120,000 people, and I have a number of, 
I have three programmatic Under Secretaries that report to me, 
and they each 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. — have a number of Assistant Secretaries, which 

Chairman Miller. I understand. 

Mr. Hall. He has already answered the question, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. Well, I think that was a long way of saying 
I don’t know, and it is kind of using up my time. 

Mr. Sell. Okay. 

Mr. Hall. Well, you can grant yourself more time. 

Chairman Miller. Well, I may. Mr. Sell, is the short answer I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Sell. I do know how exactly what types of documents 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 
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Documents Provided By SREL 

Mr. Sell. — are produced in that effort. 

Chairman Miller. This committee, these two subcommittees 
have requested virtually all documents that have to do with the de- 
cision with respect to SREL. Have any documents been withheld, 
based upon executive privilege, decisional process privilege, attor- 
ney-client privilege, doctor-patient privilege, priest-penitent privi- 
lege, any other privilege or any other basis? Has the Department 
withheld any documents that were described by our request? 

Mr. Sell. I don’t believe so. It has been my desire, and the desire 
of our general counsel 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. — to be as responsive as we can possibly be. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. And I will tell you that over 100 individuals, employ- 
ees of our Department, have searched their e-mail files and 
searched their files, and we have produced over 25,000 pages of 
documents on this issue. It is our desire to be completely open and 
responsive to this committee. 

Chairman Miller. Well, I will accept Mr. Hall’s invitation to 
grant myself some additional time. 

If we do not have a document from the Department showing com- 
petition for these functions that have been performed in the past 
by SREL, is it because such documents don’t exist? 

Mr. Sell. I don’t know. We are certainly going to provide you all 
of the documents. 

[The information follows:] 
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD 

WORK OF SREL THAT ANOTHER LABORATORY IS PERFORMING NOW OR HAS 
BEEN OFFERED UP FOR COMPETITION 

In FY2007, the Office of Environmental Management supported tasks at SREL that are 
critical to the mission of the Savannah River Site, which included lesearch to support monitoring 
or regulatory needs. Basic science research is not part of the mission of the Office of 
Environmental Management, so they do not have competitive solicitations in the area of 
ecological research. As to the matter of environmental monitoring required for regulatory 
compliance, that work is accomplished by the Department and its cleanup contractors and was 
not conducted by the SREL in the past. As cleanup is performed, the site continues to work 
closely to inform, consult, and receive stakeholder input from the community through the 
Citizens Advisory Board and other public forums. 

The Department’s Office of Science (SC) does competitive solicitations for basic 
research in the areas of low dose radiation and environmental remediation sciences. Research 
supported by SC's Low Dose Radiation Research Program focuses on understanding the 
biological responses to radiation exposure to help determine health risks from exposures to low 
levels of radiation. SC's Envirorunental Remediation Sciences Program focuses on basic research 
toward understanding the fundamental biological, chemical, and physical processes that control 
contaminant behavior in the subsurface environment. Both programs fimd competitively awarded 
research at umversities and DOE laboratories and armounced solicitations for proposals in FY 
2006 and /or FY 2007. In addition to the Department’s Office of Science, we are aware of the 
National Science Foundation’s research programs offered by their Division of Environmental 
Biology which has competitive solicitations in the areas of ecological biology, ecosystem 
science, and other funding opportunities in the ecological arena. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And do you know if any of the work, 
again, I think I have asked you this before, but let me ask it again. 
Is the work previously done by SREL, research, supporting envi- 
ronmental, and supporting regulatory matters, long-term environ- 
mental monitoring, education, outreach, help with stewardship. Are 
those being done by someone else? 

Mr. Sell. I do not know. 
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Chairman Miller. Okay. All right. I will stop yielding myself 
such time as I may consume, and recognize Mr. Lampson for his 
second round of questioning. 

SREL Budget 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was referring 
earlier to, we were talking about a memo. May of 2005. I went and 
looked at the memo, and it doesn’t indicate that Headquarters per- 
sonnel would manage this cooperative agreement. 

In fact, it actually states that the site personnel would do it. And 
it says in here, supporting, quoting, I am reading from it, on the 
second page: “Supporting this agreement would only involve exist- 
ing federal employees at SRS to administer the cooperative agree- 
ment. There would be no measurable additional costs. It doesn’t 
say in here what we, what you have been telling us that I would 
say, that they would, the Headquarters would be, was aware, and 
had sent notice, and they were trying to cancel it.” 

What do we interpret from this? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, I think you are trying to ask me some- 
thing I just don’t quite know how to respond to. 

Chairman Lampson. But is there clear guidance on the part of 
the Secretary for this, of this deal? Is there clear guidance to 
SREL? 

Mr. Sell. Once again, I will tell you my understanding of what 
was contemplated by the Secretary, is that SREL would receive $4 
million of base funding in Eiscal Year 2006, $1 million in base 
funding in Eiscal Year 2007. 

Chairman Lampson. And we understand that, but there is no 
indication 

Mr. Sell. Additional money as the program found responsive 
and appropriate and meritorious, and to the extent they had funds 
available. 

Chairman Lampson. Okay. There is no mention of an agreement 
by anyone, by Georgia, that the lab would become self-sustaining 
in two years, and what it does say in this same memo, were that 
we ask that you approve going forward, if three conditions are met. 
One, the University of Georgia Lab Operator must agree to the re- 
duced level of funding, and agree to not seek Congressional ear- 
marks in 2006 and 2007. 

Mr. Sell. The Members from the South Carolina and Georgia 
Congressional delegations would need to give their assurance that 
they would seek to have the language struck from the House En- 
ergy and Water Development appropriations bill that adds $5 mil- 
lion to the Science budget for SREL through the exploitation of the 
current contract on June 30 of 2006. The Congressional delegation 
would need to assure the department that they would not seek 
Congressional earmarks in 2006 and 2007 for SREL. Again, there 
is clear guidance, not a mention of these things that they would do 
in order to know what their future was going to be, and how to op- 
erate. We wanted them to make a transition, then they would have 
at least some indication that they were supposed to be 
transitioning from what they had been operating on. That is not in 
this memo, and there is not another document that I have seen or 
that we know about, that gives that clear direction. 
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Chairman Lampson. It is mentioned in letters dated in June of 
2007, in response to some questions that we have asked, that you 
are saying that those things occurred, but there is no proof of it. 
So, how are we to understand what was going on then, as com- 
pared to what somebody says they think was happening now? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, you have my testimony, and you will 
soon have the testimony of my colleagues. You have our statements 
of what we believe was agreed to in May of 2005. You have the con- 
temporaneous statement of the Director of SREL in July of 2005, 
where he says: “If the Federal Grant must end, we are grateful 
that our Congressional delegations have seen fit to give us a year 
to develop alternative funding sources.” You have that agreement 
memorialized in the December 2006 cooperative agreement. 

I said at the outset I do not want to suggest that we have been 
perfect. I do not want to suggest that we couldn’t have handled this 
better. But that is, I believe, the evidence of the agreement that 
was made in May of 2005. 

Chairman Lampson. So, they are not going to, what their direc- 
tion was, was to move from $8 million to $4 million, and find the 
difference in that? 

Mr. Sell. I am sorry. 

Chairman Lampson. The budget — could mean that Dr. Bertsch 
was going to try to find the difference between the $8 million and 
the $4 million. 

Mr. Sell. To the extent that the lab would need additional base 
funding, it was our belief that that would either come from the 
University of Georgia or other sources outside the Department of 
Energy. 

Chairman Lampson. And how, and they were given notice, clear 
notice, and a year to make that transition, to come up with the 
money? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, I believe that they were given clear no- 
tice and two years. 

Chairman Lampson. Okay. I yield back my time, but we will try 
to continue this in a minute. 

Chairman Miller. The Chair recognizes Mr. Sensenbrenner for 
five minutes. 


Guaranteed Funding Sources 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let 
me say that this entire testimony shows how difficult it is to wean 
entities from guaranteed funding, whether it is called non-competi- 
tive grants in the executive branch or earmarked here in the legis- 
lative branch. There is no question in my mind that SREL has 
done good work, but it seems to me that they ought to be on the 
same equal playing field as others who have done good work in de- 
termining where the money for each of the ensuing fiscal year goes 
and if their application is better than somebody else’s, then they 
get funded and if they don’t, if it isn’t, then they don’t. And it 
seems to me that if we want to get better science out of the re- 
search dollars that the Congress appropriates, the competitive sys- 
tem is best and that means that we need to get away from guaran- 
teed funding sources, whether they be through Congressional ear- 
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marks or bureaucratic decisions. I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Hall. 

Article From the University of Georgia 

Mr. Hall. Let me ask you, you have testified and quoted an arti- 
cle from the University of Georgia faculty and staff newspaper; 
that is their Office of Public Affairs and it is called Columns, right? 

Mr. Sell. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. And the date of that was July 11, 2005? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hall. And you quoted, in part, and let me ask you if this 
was the lead-in from, and I will read it to you and if you will follow 
me with what you have there, quote on Page 2, “From its inception, 
SREL has been a UGA research unit recognized for the effective- 
ness in conducting independent research on the impacts of Savan- 
nah River Site operations,” says Paul M. Bertsch, SREL Director. 
Again, “It has been an independent and credible source of informa- 
tion on environmental issues relating to nuclear materials produc- 
tion and processing and it is known worldwide as a leading ecologi- 
cal environmental laboratory.” 

And this, again. Dr. Bertsch saying this on that date, on July the 
11th, 2005, “We are so sorry to see these fine staff members lose 
their positions, but if the federal grant must end, we are grateful 
that our Congressional delegations have seen fit to give us a year 
to develop alternative funding sources.” Those are Dr. Bertsch’s 
words, aren’t they? 

Mr. Sell. Those are his words 

Mr. Hall. To put them into their own newspaper and their own 
press release? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hall. I yield back. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall, you have just yielded Mr. Sensen- 
brenner’s time and now you are entitled to five minutes of your 
own. Do you wish to use them? 

Mr. Hall. Well, let me think about that just a minute to see if 
I’ve got anything else I can read to you. Yes, I think he has done 
a very good job of answering most of the questions and you have 
been generous with your time. I will yield back to you. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Inglis, he didn’t yield to you, so you just 
get five minutes. 

Mr. Inglis. And Mr. Chairman, I don’t know if we agreed to have 
another round or are you 

Chairman Miller. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Inglis. I really have 

Chairman Miller. But that time is gone forever. 

Mr. Inglis. I really have no further questions. I think it is get- 
ting pretty clear here, but Mr. Sell, if there is anything that has 
come up so far that you would like to elaborate on, maybe I will 
ask you an open-end question, see if you want to add anything at 
this point. 

Mr. Sell. Thank you, sir, but I will try to stand by what I have 
said. 

Mr. Inglis. Yes, I think it is getting pretty clear where we are 
here and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman Miller. Thank you. I now yield to myself five minutes 
for a third round of questioning. Dr. Sell, again, we 

Competition for Tasks Performed By SREL 

Mr. Sell. I don’t belong in such distinguished company. 

Chairman Miller. I understand that supposedly there was to be 
competition, but from what your testimony, there is no evidence of 
competition for any of the tasks that were performed by SREL, all 
of which has seemed to have been accepted by the Department. En- 
vironmental characterization, ecological risk and effects, remedi- 
ation and restoration, external grants and contracts. Well, that is 
the source of funding. Infrastructure. Environmental characteriza- 
tion, this is task funding. Environmental characterization, ecologi- 
cal risk and effects, remediation and restoration, has there been 
any request for competition for these tasks that SREL con- 
templated would be subject to task funding on a competitive basis? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, I just 

Chairman Miller. Well, is there somebody else who might tes- 
tify later that I should ask these questions? 

Mr. Sell. I believe that there is. I will tell you again that I have 
looked at this and I have made myself comfortable that the process 
that was run by Assistant Secretary Jim Rispoli and his team was 
appropriate. I am comfortable with the decisions that they came to. 
As to exactly how and why they came to the particular pro- 
grammatic funding decisions, I am not the best one to speak to 
that and I would ask that you allow the subsequent departmental 
witnesses to testify to that. 

Environmental Characterization Without SREL 

Chairman Miller. I look forward to that with eager anticipation, 
Mr. Sell. Do you know if the Department ever considered if SREL 
ceased to exist at that site, what the costs would be of doing envi- 
ronmental characterization, ecological risk and effects, remediation 
and restoration, the work they had previously been doing and done 
by SREL? 

Mr. Sell. I think good management would require any manager 
to contemplate what a future without SREL would look like. It is 
our hope that that doesn’t come to fruition, but I assume that our 
folks have thought about that and have made judgments about 
where else they could get the services that they need in order to 
carry out their mission at the site. 

Chairman Miller. Has there been a cost benefit analysis of the 
consequences of SREL closing? 

Mr. Sell. I do not know. 

Chairman Miller. But if there was a cost benefit analysis, 
would it be the practice of a $23 billion department to have that 
in writing in some way? 

Mr. Sell. Well, this year our experts, and these are folks that 
know what they are doing, many of them are career employees of 
our department who I have a lot of confidence in, and over the 
course of this past year they determined that $1.2 million of work, 
in addition to the base funding, is what they wanted from SREL. 
I would argue, and I believe, that paying $1.2 million for $1.2 mil- 
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lion worth of work is better than paying $8 million or $4 million 
for $1.2 million worth of work. 

Chairman Miller. Unless the lab that is doing it ceases to exist 
because it can’t exist on $2.2 million. 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Chairman, SREL is an outstanding institution and 
they have done a lot of good work for us. I think it would be a mis- 
take for the Committee to come to the conclusion that they rep- 
resent some unique capability that is not resident at the ecology 
department at the University of Georgia, that is not resident at 
Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, that is not resident at the Uni- 
versity of Tennessee or the University of South Carolina or other 
entities. 


More on SREL Competition 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell, have any of those other entities been 
invited to compete for the work done by SREL? Is there a docu- 
ment that shows that? 

Mr. Sell. I do not know. 

Chairman Miller. Would there be documents? Is the Depart- 
ment of Energy, a $23 billion department, does it decide these 
things by a couple guys in an office talking or do you put it in writ- 
ing? 

Mr. Sell. Once again, the exact manner that these competitions 
take place, it is not my belief that it is two folks sitting in an office 
talking. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. The exact details and documentation associated with 
that, there are others that know far more about that than I and 
I just don’t want to misspeak about what I don’t know. 

Chairman Miller. Well, is there somebody who will testify later 
today who can tell us about what documents exist within the De- 
partment and what documents the Department has produced, be- 
cause we don’t have any documents that show a cost benefit anal- 
ysis of SREL ceasing to exist. We don’t have any documents at all 
to suggest that the work previously done by SREL, environmental 
characterization, ecological risk and effects, remediation and res- 
toration, that any of those have been presented for competition by 
other entities. What am I getting wrong if I assumed from that fact 
that we have no documentation, having asked for it and then as- 
sured that we had been given every document that is responsive 
to our request? What is wrong with my assumption just because 
such documents do not exist, because, in fact, there has been no 
competition and there has been no cost benefit analysis? 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Miller, I hope you assume from that based on the 
cooperative agreement that was signed by the relevant parties in 
December 2006 that the Department of Energy would provide addi- 
tional funding to the Savannah River Ecology Lab based on need, 
based on the merit of the proposals and based on the availability 
of funding. And that would be a determination made by the De- 
partment of Energy based on what they — the experts at the De- 
partment of Energy — believe to be mission critical. That is what is 
contemplated in the cooperative a^eement and I believe that our 
team at the Department has complied with that agreement and has 
kept its commitment and has done it in a good faith manner. 
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Chairman Miller. And the December 2006 agreement does not 
delineate, does not list the work to be done by SREL, does it? Does 
it list all of these? 

Mr. Sell. Okay. 

Chairman Miller. Does it list specifically? 

Mr. Sell. A dangerous question for me to not answer directly, 
since I did ask that you put the agreement into the record, but I 
will admit, Mr. Chairman, I did not read the full text of the cooper- 
ative agreement, but if it is in there, the evidence will show what 
is in the cooperative agreement. 

Chairman Miller. The Chair yields back. Excuse me, the Chair 
has exceeded its time. Mr. Lampson is recognized. 

Environmental Responsibility to Local Communities 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If there is no 
one at the lab, it would be hard for them to apply for those grants. 
We will get into that. I know you are familiar with the Depart- 
ment’s strategic. Strategic Theme Number 4 in the plan is environ- 
mental responsibility. Goal 4.2, Managing the Legacy, lists five 
strategies to achieve this goal. The first strategy is to protect 
human health and the environment through surveillance and 
maintenance activities that verify workable environmental rem- 
edies. 

We had two witnesses at our last hearing and one here today 
who told our Subcommittees that these activities are a part of 
SREL’s work and that SREL has played an important role in 
verifying the safety of the site. SREL reviews and contributes to 
the long-term monitoring and protection of the site and their work 
has enabled the site to choose less expensive and destructive clean- 
up remedies. 

Second strategy is to preserve, protect and ensure accessible of 
legacy records and information associated with current and histor- 
ical site and facility operations. Well, SREL has monitored and 
maintained records of animals, plants and ecosystems on this site 
for decades, since it was constructed. It doesn’t appear that de- 
funding the lab will protect the valuable legacy record and informa- 
tion about the site. 

The third strategy is to optimally reuse lands, ensuring that 
human health and the environment are protected and that regu- 
lators and the community are involved. Mr. Sell, people from the 
local community and from the broader scientific community have 
contacted our committee. A local citizens advisory board has con- 
tacted the site and your department and they want this lab funded 
and working on this site. Your Department has ignored their wish- 
es and basically shut them out of this decision. I don’t call that in- 
volving the community. 

So I don’t see how the Department can claim SREL is not a good 
investment or that its work is not in line with the Department’s 
missions or its strategic goals. Can you explain to the Committee 
why funding this lab is not appropriate and second, these are your 
Department’s goals and strategies, right? 

Mr. Sell. I believe those are our l5epartment’s goals and strate- 
gies. If I may respond to a number of — your question was long and 
you said a number of things. One of them, that we ignore the wish- 
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es of our local communities and our citizen advisory board and we 
do not ignore their wishes. 

Chairman Lampson. Are you granting their wish to 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, just because you don’t ignore doesn’t 
mean you grant every wish that is out there and I can guarantee 
you that our citizens advisory boards around every one of our sites 
around the complex have many, many wishes that we simply don’t 
have the funds to accommodate and it requires tough management 
choices and there are entities in each of your Congressional 
districts 

Chairman Lampson. Aren’t the funds available for this? You 
have the funds for this. You are choosing not to use them. 

Mr. Sell. Environmental Management has over $6 billion in 
funds and we are choosing, let me be very clear, to put dollars on 
higher priority items. 

Chairman Lampson. Against the wishes of that community. And 
that was what my question was. 

Mr. Sell. Well, can I finish answering the question? There are 
entities that come to us, as they come to you, and say we have 
services that are perfectly in line with the Department of Energy’s 
mission and give us money. We have thousands of such requests 
that come to us and we have to evaluate all of those. What we try 
to do, if we are good managers, what we succeed in doing is we 
make a judgment. Do we need this? Is their proposal meritorious? 
Do we have funds available? 

The Savannah River area citizens have asked us to increase 
money for cleanup, they have asked us to bring new missions 
there, they have asked us to do a number of things and we take 
those concerns and those requests very seriously because the Sa- 
vannah River Site community, Aiken, South Carolina; North Au- 
^sta, Georgia; and the surrounding areas, we consider to be an 
important partner and a great enabler for us to carry out our mis- 
sion. We have to deal honestly with them and we have to deal fair- 
ly with them and we do not have enough resources to do every sin- 
gle thing that they want. We have to set priorities and we seek to 
make the difficult decisions that allow us to fund those priorities. 

Budget Allocations 

Chairman Lampson. Do you know where those $4 million will be 
placed in the Department, how they will be used? 

Mr. Sell. We will spend $1.2 billion, roughly, on cleanup activi- 
ties at the Savannah River Site and I am sure we can provide — 
I can’t recite to you exactly how every dollar will be spent, but that 
is information we are more than happy to provide to the commu- 
nity. 

Chairman Lampson. Okay. Of the $1.2 billion, $4 million is not 
a huge amount to meet the strategy that is put forth in the goals 
that you and the community wanted to accomplish. 

Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, I believe it is a huge amount. It is a 
huge amount, particularly if there are other more important needs 
that would go unfunded if we did that. 

Chairman Lampson. I was going to give you an example of what 
is — our suppression, for example, are a more important priority 
than those that are listed in this explanation. 
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Mr. Sell. Mr. Lampson, I cannot make that judgment. 

Chairman Lampson. Okay. 

Mr. Sell. I leave it to our program officers and our experts to 
make the judgments on what are the appropriate priorities given 
the overall guidance, budgetary guidance, provided by the Sec- 
retary and they made this judgment. 

Chairman Lampson. Mr. Rispoli didn’t know about that — the fire 
needs, apparently, and maybe there are others — it is a site deci- 
sion. Let me yield back my time at this point. 

Chairman Miller. And the amount of time being yielded back is 
negative one minute and 30. Mr. Hall for five minutes. 

Mr. Hall. Mr. Sell, thank you for your testimony and you almost 
told us exactly how you come to these decisions. You call these peo- 
ple, you have people that you have great respect for that you have 
gathered around you. You have long time men and women who are 
professional members of the Department of Energy, have been 
there many years. You call on their — and as you said, you get to 
the end and we make a judgment. That was your testimony, wasn’t 
it? 

Mr. Sell. Yes, sir. 


More on SREL Funding 

Mr. Hall. In 2005 the Office of Science had done that and made 
a judgment and they made the judgment to cut the funding for the 
lab after they were faced with some different and very difficult 
budget choices other than the choices of selecting this lab. Some- 
body made the decision to cut it. 

Mr. Sell. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. And you didn’t make that decision, did you? 

Mr. Sell. I was not a part of the Department of Energy at that 
time. 

Mr. Hall. And after learning that SREL funding for fiscal year 
2006 had been zeroed out, isn’t it a fact that Charlie Anderson — 
he is going to testify here in a little bit — took it upon himself and 
Jill Sigal to secure enough short-term funding to keep this good lab 
open, that they urged that upon Mr. Bodman. You have that 
knowledge, don’t you? 

Mr. Sell. They did make that recommendation to Secretary 
Bodman and he accepted it. 

Mr. Hall. Did they make it in writing? Mr. Chairman is logically 
a great searcher for something in writing. Is there something in 
writing between them to Mr. Bodman? I)id they have to submit 
him an e-mail or whatever you guys do over there? 

Mr. Sell. There is an internal memorandum, which I believe has 
been made available to the Committee, reflecting their rec- 
ommendation. 

Mr. Hall. All right. And I guess if they didn’t have it, they 
would be saying something right now, so they probably have it. But 
they submitted that to you or to someone else to go back 

Chairman Lampson. Mr. Hall, would you yield just one second? 

Mr. Hall. I will in a minute. To Mr. Bodman and urge him to 
keep the lab open to the tune of $4.3 million for fiscal year 2006 
and a million for fiscal year 2007, and Mr. Bodman apparently was 
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swayed by these two and others under them because he did agree 
to it. 

Mr. Sell. He did agree to it. 

Mr. Hall. And while these figures were below prior funding 
level, the starting point was a zero because they had been cut out, 
so these folks went with what they could get, got the most they 
could get to get this funding going. Now, the starting point was 
zero and all the interested parties, DOE, SREL, UGA and the 
Georgia and South Carolina delegations agreed to them. 

Mr. Sell. That is my belief. 

Mr. Hall. And don’t you find it difficult to believe that the direc- 
tor of SREL didn’t know about that? 

Mr. Sell. I believe that he did know about it. 

Mr. Hall. And I think, then, it is clearly their hope that this ad- 
ditional time would give them time to seek outside funding to 
where they could become independent and that was your hope. 

Mr. Sell. It was certainly our hope and it continues to be. 

Mr. Hall. I really thank you and I now yield to you. Don’t ask 
me anything 


May 20th Memo 

Chairman Lampson. No, I am not going to ask you anything. I 
just wondered, you referred to the memo, you said we would be 
bringing it up if we had it. This is the memo. I was quoting from 
it earlier and it does not have any mention of those things in this 
memorandum of May 20 of 2005. I yield back. 

Mr. Hall. Well, let me give you one because I sure want you to 
have it. I give you the only copy I have got of the July 11, 2005 
Columns, University of Georgia faculty and staff newspaper that 
quoted — are we not talking about the same thing? 

Chairman Lampson. That is a DOE document, right? News- 
letter? 

Mr. Hall. You don’t have the document listed by Jill Sigal and 
Charlie Anderson in the background asking Secretary — it is dated, 
let me see. May 20 of 2005. 

Chairman Lampson. The May 20th memo? That is this memo 
right here that I have been quoting from. There is no mention of 
these things in that three-page document. 

Chairman Miller. It is my fervent hope that we can get in Mr. 
Inglis’ round of questioning and then we could excuse Mr. Sell. 

Chairman Lampson. I yield. 

Chairman Miller. And everybody has yielded back. 

Chairman Lampson. I am through. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Mr. Inglis for five minutes. And 
don’t feel like you need to use it all. 

Government Versus the Private Sector 

Mr. Inglis. Just very quickly. It is interesting to note here, the 
Chairman asked a number of questions about the cost benefit anal- 
ysis and would it be in writing and things like that, and that is 
somewhat understandable because we are government. It strikes 
me as not the way the private sector acts and we are always trying 
to figure out a way to run government more like a business. I can’t 
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imagine many businesses sitting around and documenting, in study 
after study, a cost benefit analysis about whether they can go get 
some service provided more efficiently somewhere else and not see 
the need, not take the time to work up a written cost benefit anal- 
ysis. 

It is just really interesting that we are here studying that so 
much. It is because we are government, I guess. We got to do that. 
But the private sector moves quickly and they accomplish things 
quickly. We in government go so slowly because we are trying to 
document all those things and the result is people get frustrated 
with us. And so here we have before us, Mr. Chairman, both Chair- 
men, some folks who move with some relative speed, for govern- 
ment, and now they are hauled before Committees to explain them- 
selves and it is just really — it should be a real picture to us about 
why it is that government is inefficient and the private sector is 
so much more efficient. 

And when somebody tries to bring those principles to govern- 
ment, they get whacked. And so that is sort of the way it goes, I 
suppose, but also, it is interesting. I think I have got the theory, 
though, the two Chairmen on the other side, and that is maybe in 
itself this work isn’t being done now. I think that is the theory. I 
finally hit upon what I think is the reason we have spent all morn- 
ing here and we will spend the rest of the afternoon here, and that 
is they think that the work just isn’t being done and some sinister 
people in the Bush Administration are trying to stop the work from 
being done, the environmental work. Do you want to comment on 
that? 

Mr. Sell. I believe and my colleagues sitting behind me can 
speak more eloquently to this, but I believe that we are doing all 
of the work that we can get done, based on a priority basis, with 
the funds that we have available. That is my belief 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell, I think we are done. I appreciate 
your testimony today. I look forward to the many questions that 
you have left for other members of the staff, the other employees 
of the Department of Energy. We now have another vote. I had 
hoped that it would actually be a vote on the rule, which is a real 
vote, but no, it is another obstructionist vote. But we need to go 
vote and when we come back, we will begin Panel II. Thank you. 

[Recess] 

Chairman Miller. Members are trickling in, so we can begin 
again, if we are ever going to get through this hearing. We will now 
begin our second panel and I would like to introduce our second 
panel. We welcome the distinguished Georgia Power Professor of 
Environmental and Chemistry at the University of Georgia and the 
former Director of the Savannah River Ecology Lab, SREL, Dr. 
Paul Bertsch, a distinguished researcher and administrator and 
the Subcommittee is honored to have him with us. 

Our second witness is Ms. Karen Patterson, Chair of the Citizens 
Advisory Board for the Savannah River Site. Ms. Patterson will 
discuss the board’s activities as they relate to the funding of SREL 
and the board’s review of the role of SREL on the Savannah site. 
Our witnesses should know we limit testimony, we encourage wit- 
nesses to limit their testimony to five minutes, after which the 



154 


Members of the Committee will have five minutes each, also some- 
times observing the breach. It is our practice to put witnesses 
under oath. Do either of you have an objection to being sworn in? 
You also have the right to be represented by Counsel. Do you have 
Counsel with you? If you would raise your right hand. 

[Witnesses sworn] 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Dr. Bertsch, you may begin. 

Panel II: 

STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL M. BERTSCH, FORMER DIRECTOR, 

SAVANNAH RIVER ECOLOGY LABORATORY, UNIVERSITY OF 

GEORGIA; GEORGIA POWER PROFESSOR OF ENVIRON- 
MENTAL AND SOIL CHEMISTRY 

Dr. Bertsch. Thank you, Chairman Miller, Ranking Member 
Sensenbrenner and Subcommittee Members. I would like to thank 
each of you for your dedication and commitment and to the U.S. 
science enterprise. I know that you are well aware that scientific 
discoveries spawn technological innovation, which is the engine 
driving the U.S. economy, as well as leading to the advances of the 
quality of life of all Americans. 

I wish I were here this afternoon to speak with you about re- 
markable scientific achievement at the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory, how these result in significant savings of taxpayers’ 
dollars as well as ensuring the quality of life for Georgians and 
South Carolinians. Instead, I have been asked to provide you with 
background and facts supported by written documents that led to 
the loss of DOE funding for SREL. These facts are in direct conflict 
with what has appeared in letters from DOE officials to Chairman 
Miller and Chairman Lampson, and in statements by DOE spokes- 
persons to the media. 

My written testimony details the events leading up to the fund- 
ing impasse and provides the documentation to support the written 
testimony. I would like each of you to examine this testimony. Bot- 
tom line is, as a result of unusual and extraordinary actions on the 
part of DOE headquarters personnel, about a third of all SREL em- 
ployees received termination letters at the end of January. Many 
other separations will occur in the upcoming months. In the ab- 
sence of funding from the Department of Energy, it is likely that 
the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory will be closed, as indicated 
in a recent letter from President Michael Adams of the University 
of Georgia to Secretary Bodman. 

Thus, the unique 56-year-old laboratory with a long institutional 
memory about the SRS and its operations and impacts in a lab that 
plays an important role in generating information needed for 
human and ecological risk assessments, for the development and 
implementation of novel remediation strategies and for ensuring 
the long-term stewardship of the 310 square mile SRS reservation 
will be lost. While the human costs associated with involuntary 
separation of employees is always difficult, it is particularly tra^c 
in this instance. SREL employees are extremely dedicated individ- 
uals who are committed to their important work. SREL employees 
who are terminated continue to complete their research and orga- 
nize their data so it will not be lost forever. 
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The SREL support staff is equally dedicated as they feel directly 
connected to the important work conducted by SREL researchers 
and are proud that they enable the internationally acclaimed re- 
search accomplishments of their colleagues. The closure of the Sa- 
vannah River Ecology Laboratory will be felt by the Savannah 
River Site as DOE program managers, contractors and regulators, 
who have relied on SREL’s data for decades. 

This unfortunate and totally preventable event is especially trou- 
blesome to the general public in the central Savannah River area, 
as well as those living in downriver communities who have come 
to rely on the open and independent evaluation of the impacts of 
SRS operations on the overall environment. This looms especially 
large as the SRS enters a new phase of plutonium processing for 
disposition of excess stockpiles while at the same time planning to 
place significant quantities of reclassified high-level radioactive 
waste. Einally, as the status of Yucca Mountain continues to be un- 
certain, vitrified high-level waste being generated at the SRS ap- 
pears destined to remain stored on the SRS well into the future. 

Events described and documented in my detailed written testi- 
mony reveal contradictory direction on the part of DOE head- 
quarters personnel, leading to the funding impasse of the SREL co- 
operative agreement. Mr. Jeffrey Allison, the SRS site manager, 
was clearly charged in the 2005 June memo from Mr. Charles An- 
derson to work with me and my staff to define the scope for a new 
cooperative agreement. Until May 7 of this year. Dr. Carl Sturgeon, 
then SREL associate director, and I were consistently told by the 
SRS management and program staff, that SREL’s work was impor- 
tant, that there was a need for the work and that there was suffi- 
cient funding to support the work. 

In my 23 years at SREL, all cooperative agreements and con- 
tracts have been developed with the SRS site manager and pro- 
gram staff and there has never been involvement from DOE head- 
quarters of this magnitude. In fact. Article 29 of the Cooperative 
Agreement states, “Evaluation, analysis, assistance and approval 
required by this agreement shall be accomplished at the DOE’s Sa- 
vannah River operations office.” These facts, along with DOE regu- 
lations that allow the manager to authorize procurement contracts, 
up to $5 million without review, as well as the obvious fact that 
SRS program personnel are in the best position to understand site 
needs, led me to believe that SRS management and program per- 
sonnel were responsible for deciding what should be funded and at 
what appropriate level. 

Einally, even if one were to condone DOE headquarters’ role in 
developing and controlling a task funding process and making deci- 
sions on tasks as small as $30,000, any reasonable individual 
would believe that a process whereby the outcome is revealed seven 
months in the fiscal year is fair or makes good business sense. Op- 
erative agreements, which are different from contracts in that 
there is a public purpose for the proposed work, function through 
cooperation of the parties entering into the agreement. 

A very productive DOE/UGA partnership has functioned as a re- 
sult of the mutual respect and trust. Recent actions by individuals 
in DOE headquarters surrounding the execution of the SREL coop- 
erative agreement or lack thereof, have undermined this long- 
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standing and productive relationship. Mr. Chairman, I see that my 
time has expired. I thank you for this opportunity to testify before 
this joint hearing. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Bertsch follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Paul M. Bertsch 

Chairman Miller, Chairman Lampson, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, Ranking 
Member Inglis, and Subcommittee Members: thank you for inviting me to testify on 
this important and most unfortunate situation. My name is Paul Bertsch and I am 
a Professor of Environmental and Soil Chemistry at the University of Georgia 
(UGA) and former Director of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL), a re- 
search laboratory located on the Savannah River Site (SRS) near Aiken, SC and op- 
erated by UGA through a cooperative agreement with the U.S. Department of En- 
ergy (DOE). The SRS is a former nuclear materials production and processing facil- 
ity that now has primary missions in environmental cleanup, including the proc- 
essing and stabilization of high level radioactive waste, as well as in tritium proc- 
essing and plutonium disposition. 

SREL is the quintessential interdisciplinary research lab founded in 1951 by the 
late Dr. Eugene Odum, widely regarded as the father of modern ecology. The mis- 
sion of SREL from the very beginning has been to provide an independent assess- 
ment of SRS operations on the environment and the mission is accomplished 
through a program of research, undergraduate and graduate student training, and 
environmental education and outreach to the general public. The diversity of sci- 
entific backgrounds represented by SREL’s research staff is a manifestation of Dr. 
Odum’s vision for the field of ecology, i.e., the discipline of ecology represents the 
intersection of the physical, biological, earth, and mathematical sciences. As such, 
SREL is recognized internationally by a range of scientific communities and, thus, 
looms much larger than its relatively small size in terms of notoriety and scientific 
impact. 

The events leading up to the recent budget crisis represent, in my view, unusual 
and remarkable actions by the DOE managers that have had very unfortunate con- 
sequences for SREL and its dedicated employees. The outcome also has very unfor- 
tunate consequences for citizens of communities surrounding the SRS and the rap- 
idly growing down-river communities in GA and SC that rely on the Savannah 
River and the Middendorf aquifer as critical natural resources. The tremendous 
community support for SREL that has been manifested in letters and editorials in 
local newspapers as well as in e-mails and phone calls to elected officials and DOE 
agency representatives has been both overwhelming and humbling. 

I have been asked to provide you with the background and facts, supported by 
written documents, that led to the current funding crisis; facts that are seemingly 
in direct conflict with what has appeared in letters from DOE officials to both the 
I&O and E&E Subcommittee Chairs and in statements by DOE spokespersons to 
the media. 

The events began in the spring of 2005 as the President’s FY06 budget request 
to Congress, eliminated all funding for SREL, which at the time was funded through 
doe’s Office of Science. This happened despite the fact that, in the same budget 
request, the performance-based budgeting documentation justifying the FY06 re- 
quest for the Environmental Remediation Sciences Division (ERSD) in the Office of 
Science listed SREL studies as two of the seven major accomplishments for FY04. 
This represented almost 30 percent of the performance-based indicators generated 
by an organization that received less than seven percent of ERSD’s budget. The re- 
sponse from stakeholders representing a broad cross section of the general public, 
regulators, community leaders, and elected officials was prompt and forceful, result- 
ing in many front page articles, editorials and letters in support of SREL. 

In the ensuing months, I worked with UGA administrators and elected officials 
from GA and SC as well as DOE and NNSA officials to get funding restored for 
SREL in FY06. Following numerous meetings and exchange of documents delin- 
eating the role and importance of SREL’s work at the SRS that extended for more 
than two months, a meeting with Ms. Jill Sigal, then the DOE Assistant Secretary 
for Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs was arranged. In addition to Ms. 
Sigal, the May 11, 2005 meeting included staff members from the offices of Senator 
Chambliss (R-GA), Isakson (R-GA), Graham (R-SC) and DeMint (R-SC); staff from 
Representatives Norwood (R-GA), Kingston (R-GA), Barrett (R-SC), and Wilson (R- 
SC); several UGA administrators; representatives from UGA’s Government Rela- 
tions Office, including advocates from the Washington D.C. based McKenna Long 
Aldridge; Dr. James Decker, Principal Deputy Director of the Office of Science; and 
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me. The meeting began with Mr. Chambliss’ chief of staff summarizing the issues 
relative to the zeroing out of SREL funding in the President’s FY06 budget request 
and the concern by the joint delegation relative to the negative impacts this action 
would have on their constituents. 

Following this discussion, I spoke about the importance of SREL’s work to the 
SRS cleanup mission, long-term stewardship, end state vision, and support of new 
missions as well as the impact of SREL’s environmental education and outreach pro- 
grams. I also discussed how the various SRS stakeholders including members of the 
general public and State and federal regulators relied on SREL for independent in- 
formation concerning the impacts of SRS operations on the environment. I also 
spoke about the impact SREL’s research had on a number of scientific fields. At the 
end of this discussion, Ms. Sigal asked me about SREL’s contracts and grants from 
other agencies, private foundations, and industry. I spoke about the large increase 
in funding from outside sources SREL had experienced over the past several years 
and to our plans to increase this funding in the future. Ms. Sigal then asked me 
to describe a funding portfolio for SREL if it were to survive the budget crisis. I 
indicated that I believed that DOE-SR would fund $2.0-$3.5M a year in projects, 
a point that Ms. Sigal challenged, suggesting that she did not think the SRS valued 
SREL’s work. I respectfully disagreed with Ms. Sigal and spoke to my more than 
20 years experience working on the SRS in partnership with DOE program and con- 
tractor personnel and to the unique capabilities SREL provided in support of SRS 
programs and activities as well as the role SREL had in the overall public support 
of the SRS. I was then asked if Ms. Sigal could speak with anyone in DOE familiar 
with the SRS that clarify this issue. I suggested that Charles Anderson, formerly 
from the SRS and now at DOE-HQ would be a good individual to speak with re- 
garding SREL and its role on the SRS. Ms. Sigal suggested that she would be meet- 
ing with Mr. Anderson that week and would discuss the issue with him. I then de- 
scribed SREL’s ongoing successful efforts at expanding funding from other agencies, 
private foundations, and corporations and how, based on encouragement from DOE 
program managers at the SRS and in the Office of Science, this funding was lever- 
aged with the DOE funds to maintain a viable and vibrant research lab despite 
many years of reduced and then flat funding from DOE. I also described the need 
for funding SREL infrastructure given that SREL was responsible for maintenance 
and upkeep of more than 100,000 square feet of office and sophisticated laboratory 
space in three different locations on the SRS. Ms. Sigal questioned DOE’s responsi- 
bility for infrastructure support at which time I engaged Dr. Decker in the conversa- 
tion, believing that, given his experience with facility support by the Office of 
Science, he would understand my position. Dr. Decker agreed that a responsible 
landlord and steward was a requirement for keeping sophisticated laboratories vi- 
brant and at the cutting-edge of science. 

Ms. Sigal then asked me to articulate this funding portfolio in a two page docu- 
ment and deliver it to her by COB the following day. I generated this document 
which specifically identified sources of funding for SREL, including $2.0 to $3.5M 
in project funds from the SRS and $2M in infrastructure support from EM and 
NNSA, in additional to $2-$3M in outside funding (attachment A). The document 
was generated and then reviewed by UGA administers and the final version was 
delivered to Ms. Sigal’s office late afternoon on May 12th, 2005. The next informa- 
tion regarding the SREL budget that I received came two weeks later from UGA 
administrators who told me that the GA delegation received confirmation that SREL 
would receive $4.3M in funding for FY06, with $3M coming from DOE-SR, $1M 
from the Office of Science, and $300K from NNSA. While this level of funding en- 
abled SREL to survive, it represented a 47 percent reduction in funding from FY05 
and led to a staff reduction of about 30 percent. 

On June 27th, 2005, I received a FAX from Senator Chambliss’ Office of a memo- 
randum from Charles Anderson, Principal Deputy Secretary for Environmental 
Management, to Mr. Jeffrey Allison, the DOE-SR Site Manager (attachment B). The 
memorandum stated “SREL is important to the Environmental Management 
(EM) Program and other Department of Energy (DOE) program offiees. Re- 
search projects will be conducted to address DOE needs as related to clean- 
up, stewardship, SRS end state, and potential new SRS missions.” The memo 
went on to direct Mr. Allison to work with me and my staff to develop the scope 
of the new cooperative agreement to commence July 1, 2006; “In addition, DOE- 
SRS is requested to prepare a new cooperative agreement that begins July, 
2006 to establish a framework for future SREL activities.” On July 1, 2005, 
I received a letter from Mr. Allison which captured the major elements of Mr. An- 
derson’s memo in addition to stating that he (Mr. Allison) had directed DOE-SR 
contracts personnel to begin work on the new five-year cooperative agreement. “I 
have directed the Office of Contracts and Management to begin the process 
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to renew the eooperative agreement for an additional five years to estab- 
lish a framework for future SREL activities” (attachment C). At this point I 
would like to emphasize that at no time was it communicated to me that any ele- 
ment of the funding portfolio document previously submitted to Ms. Sigal needed 
to be modified in any way or that the document contained unrealistic expectations 
from doe’s perspective. 

Following Mr. Anderson’s directive, deliberations leading to the negotiation of the 
new cooperative agreement commenced in an August 2005 meeting with Mr. Allison 
and other members of his staff, including Mr. William Spader, Deputy Manager; Mr. 
Roger Butler, Assistant Manager for Business; and Dr. Karen Hooker, Director of 
the Environmental Health and Quality, who also served as SREL’s Program Man- 
ager. We discussed SREL’s reconfiguration plan to address the 47 percent reduction 
in funds and -30 percent reduction in work force from FY05 to FY06. Mr. Allison 
was pleased with the plan and the smooth and safe transition, but stressed his in- 
terest in SREL maintaining a strong outreach program despite the reduction in 
funding and staff. We discussed what research areas SREL should focus on given 
the guidance we received from DOE-HQ. I spoke of SREL’s expertise in providing 
site specific data that could be used in cost avoidance activities such as use of mon- 
itored natural attenuation and in developing long-term surveillance and monitoring 
activities, as well as the work focused on environmental stewardship. Mr. Spader 
told Mr. Allison the site specific work and long-term surveillance and monitoring ac- 
tivities were very important to the EM closure program. We also discussed a fund- 
ing level needed to keep SREL viable. I was asked what my understanding was of 
the Offices of Science’s funding for FY07 would be, i.e., was the $1M recurring? I 
answered that I was sure it was not and while we would continue to pursue grants 
from the Office of Science we could not expect future funding for the SREL program. 
I also mentioned that UGA would be reducing its additional investment of state 
funding beginning July 1, 2007. Mr. Allison indicated that we should plan on a 
budget of $4M in EM funds in FY07 and, while not making a firm commitment, we 
should also request additional funds to make up for the decrease in GA State fund- 
ing for FY08. Mr. Allison directed Dr. Hooker and me to work together to develop 
the work scope for the new cooperative agreement commensurate with a $4M fund- 
ing level. 

Dr. Carl Strojan, Associate Director of SREL and I met monthly with Dr. Hooker 
and Mr. Dennis Ryan to define the work scope and other details of the cooperative 
agreement beginning September, 2006. Early drafts of the CA were passed back and 
forth beginning in November, 2005. Mr. Donnie Campbell, Contracting Officer for 
DOE-SR sent a letter to Dr. David Lee, UGA’s Vice President for Research request- 
ing a follow-up cooperative agreement (CA) based on FY06 funding base-line for a 
12-month base budget year and four 12-month renewal Periods of Performance (at- 
tachment D). UGA submitted a final version of the proposed agreement to DOE in 
February, 2006. 

In a March, 2006 budget meeting involving SREL’s Administrative Financial Di- 
rector Dr. Laura Janecek, and Ms. Sarah Blanding, the SRS-CFO, confusion arose 
relative to DOE-EM’s funding level for support of SREL’s work in FY07. The CFO 
indicated that it was her understanding that DOE-SR would be providing SREL 
$3M for FY07 as in FY06. As this was inconsistent with previous discussions, I sent 
a letter dated March 26, 2006 to Mr. Allison requesting clarification. I received 
verbal assurance confirmed by a letter from Mr. Allison dated March 31, 2006 reit- 
erating that DOE-SR would provide $4M in EM funds to support SREL research 
activities broadly defined in appendix A of the cooperative agreement and more spe- 
cifically in the 2007 research plan (attachment E). During a visit to the SRS by Dr. 
David Lee (UGA VP-Research) Mr. Allison reiterated the importance of SREL to the 
SRS and the intention of DOE-SR to adequately fund SREL to carry out its work. 
Mr. Allison also acknowledged the difficult reconfiguration process that SREL was 
subjected to in FY06, praised the reconfiguration plan developed by SREL, and stat- 
ed “SREL will not close on my watch.” 

In June 2006, the DOE review of the CA submitted by UGA in February was still 
not complete and DOE extended the existing CA until September 30, 2006. 

The DOE review and negotiations on suggested changes to the cooperative agree- 
ment were completed by the end of August 2006. In early September a signing cere- 
mony for the CA was discussed with Mr. Allison and Dr. David Lee and a date in 
late September was planned. The completed CA was sent to Washington D.C. for 
48 hr. notification of Congress and was returned for signing the week of September 
4. DOE contracts personnel alerted SREL that they anticipated Mr. Allison’s signa- 
ture on Friday, September 8 and requested SREL to confirm David Lee’s availability 
to sign the CA. 
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Just prior to Mr. Allison’s planned signing the CA, he ordered all DOE-SR con- 
tracts be submitted for 72 hr. not 48 hr. notification, which follows a different proce- 
dure. Mr. Allison ordered the SREL cooperative agreement to go through the 72 hr. 
notification process. 

During the process involved in 72 hr. notification to Congress many questions 
began to be raised and DOE-SR began requesting additional information from 
SREL. Eventually I was told that Ms. Jill Sigal had became involved and was ques- 
tioning the terms of the CA that had been worked out over the previous year fol- 
lowing the guidance provided by Mr. Anderson in June 2005 memo (vide supra). I 
was also told that Mr. Allison was directed not to sign the CA. 

In an October 3, 2006 meeting involving Dr. Strojan, Mr. Campbell, Mr. Allison 
and me, Mr. Allison stated that he was being directed to commit only $1M in EM 
funds for FY07 and nothing in the out-years of the CA. I indicated that if we were 
to only receive only $1M in FY07 that I would have to develop a closure plan. Mr. 
Allison stated that closure not an option; SREL’s work was too important to the SRS 
and EM needed this work. I was directed by Mr. Allison to work with the three EM 
line organizations on the SRS to “projectize” SREL’s work scope defined in appendix 
A of the CA and specifically in the research plan for FY07. Mr. Allison also volun- 
teered to call Dr. David Lee or Dr. Arnett Mace (UGA Provost) to describe the inten- 
tion of DOE to fund SREL’s work through this alternate funding paradigm and to 
provide assurance that there would be sufficient support of SREL programs via this 
alternate mechanism. An additional extension of the CA was required until the end 
of December 2006, even though SREL only had sufficient funding to operate through 
the end of November. The delay in signing of the CA attracted attention from the 
SRS Citizens Advisory Board, the press, and ultimately Congressmen and Senators 
from both GA and SC. There were several articles in the Augusta, Aiken, and Co- 
lumbia newspapers. 

A meeting was arranged with the assistant managers of the three EM line organi- 
zations (Waste Disposition Project (WDP), Soil and Groundwater Closure Project 
(SGCP), and Nuclear Waste Stabilization Project (NWSP) ) Dr. Hooker, Mr. Ryan, 
other representatives of the three line organizations. Dr. Strojan and me. Mr. Spad- 
er opened the meeting stating that SREL needed to work with the three line organi- 
zations to “projectize” the work scope in the FY07 research plans. He stated that 
SREL was important to the EM mission and indicated that the SRS needed to iden- 
tify $800M in cost avoidance in the upcoming years and that SREL, in addition to 
executing its role in long-term stewardship, would play a major role in this effort. 
Mr. Spader then left the meeting. The discussion then turned to focusing on the me- 
chanics of “projectizing” the work scope. 

In early November 2006, Mr. Allison told me that SREL should work with pro- 
gram personnel on “projectizing” the work scope demonstrating the mission related 
nature of the projects. He also indicated that he was no longer going to be involved 
directly in the process but that Mr. Ryan and Mr. Ben Gould were to be the points 
of contact. 

The funding language inserted by DOE-HQ into the CA continued to evolve and 
become more complicated throughout October and November 2006. The last version 
committed $1M in funding from EM for infrastructure and up to $4M in task fund- 
ing. In another conversation in November 2006, Mr. Allison once again suggested 
that he would be willing to describe the new procedures for funding SREL’s work 
to Dr. David Lee to verify that sufficient funds to operate SREL would be available 
in FY07. Given that SREL was going to run out of funds sometime in December, 
UGA and SREL felt that there was no alternative but to sign the CA with the new 
complicated funding language and to work in good faith to make the alternate fund- 
ing model work. The new cooperative agreement was signed in December 2006. 

We continued to work in good faith with representatives from DOE-SR to 
“projectize” the work scope. In late January, 2007 the process was completed and 
the funding was identified (-$3M including $391K provided by the contractor in 
FY06). The new funds could not be transferred until the continuing resolution for 
the FY07 budget was resolved. SREL was told that while DOE-HQ would not be 
involved in these FY07 funding decisions, they would likely commence a review of 
the FY07 projects and guide decisions for FY08. SREL and DOE-SR program staff 
were urged to begin work on the FY08 projects. This process was begun in early 
February 2007. SREL was contacted the week of February 12, 2007 and told that 
project funding was to be transferred to SREL’s CA. 

In a February 20 meeting, Mr. Allison announced that, as part of the planned 
DOE-SR restructuring, SREL would now report to the Assistant Manager for Clo- 
sure Projects, Ms. Yvette Collazo and that he would be handing off day to day re- 
sponsibility of the SREL program to Ms. Collazo. I discussed my frustration with 
the inefficiency of the process for “projectizing” SREL’s work scope and that having 



160 


this completed five months into the FY made planning virtually impossible. Mr. Al- 
lison indicated that this was the first time through and he agreed that we needed 
to streamline the process. Mr. Allison then left the meeting turning it over to Ms. 
Collazo. Ms. Collazo then announced that she had just participated in a conference 
call with DOE-HQ and stated that they intended to “peer review” each project for 
FY07 to evaluate the “mission critical nature” linked to specific Project Basline 
Schedules (PBSs) in FY07 prior to release of any project funding. I indicated that 
this was not our understanding and that we had begun work on the FY 2008 
projects. Ms. Collazo indicated that she was new to the program and that these 
were her orders from DOE-HQ and that we needed to get to work on revising the 
project list for FY07 and link projects to specific PBS elements and demonstrate the 
“mission critical” nature of the work in FV07. I then asked for clarification on the 
definition of “mission critical” as well as the nature and the timetable of the “peer” 
review process. No specifics were available nor have ever been provided. The evo- 
lution of the presentation of the tasks beginning with the FY 2007 research plan 
through the final “peer reviewed” task matrix table can be captured in attachment 
F, although there were several additional iterations not included in this attachment. 
In an April meeting with Ms. Collazo, Mr. Mark Gilbertson, Dr. Strojan and me, 
we were told that the outcome of the peer review of SREL projects would result in 
no additional funding for FY07 as only those projects funded by the contractor with 
FY06 funds were deemed mission critical for meeting FY07 goals. This discussion 
was formalized in a letter from Jeff Allison to me dated May 7, 2007 — more than 
seven months into the FY. 

At the end of June -40 SREL employees lost their jobs and more involuntary sep- 
arations will occur over the next year as various non-DOE funded contracts and 
grants end. In the absence of additional funding from DOE, it is likely that SREL 
will be closed as indicated in a recent letter from UGA President Michael Adams 
to Secretary Bodman. Thus, a unique 56-year-old laboratory with a long institu- 
tional memory about the SRS and its operations and impacts that plays an impor- 
tant role in generating information needed for human and ecological risk assess- 
ments, for the development and implementation of novel alternate remediation 
strategies, and for ensuring the long-term stewardship of the 310 square mile SRS 
reservation will be lost. While the human cost associated with involuntary separa- 
tion of employees is always difficult, it is particularly tragic in this instance. SREL 
employees are extremely dedicated individuals who are committed to their impor- 
tant work. As an example, even with the budget uncertainty this spring, very few 
SREL employees left for other jobs as they all were dedicated to the institution and 
they worked hard to ensure SREL’s continued success. Some SREL employees who 
were terminated June 30, 2007 continue to report to work feeling compelled to wrap 
up their research projects and organize their data so it will not be lost forever. The 
SREL support staff is equally dedicated, as they feel directly connected to the im- 
portant research conducted by SREL researchers and are proud that they enable the 
internationally acclaimed research accomplishments of their colleagues. The closure 
of SREL will be felt by the SRS, as DOE program managers, contractors, and regu- 
lators have relied on the data and information provided by SREL researchers over 
the years. This unfortunate and totally preventable event is especially troublesome 
to the general public in the Central Savannah River Area and in the down river 
communities who have come to rely on the open and independent evaluation of the 
impacts of SRS operations on the overall environment. This looms especially large 
as the SRS enters a new phase of plutonium processing for disposition of excess 
stockpiles, while at the same time planning to emplace significant quantities of re- 
classified high-level radioactive waste tank residuals. Finally, as the status of Yucca 
Mountain continues to be uncertain, vitrified high-level waste being generated at 
the SRS appears to be destined to remain stored on the SRS well into the future. 

In summary, the events discussed in my testimony above, backed by written and 
verbal documentation, reveal what appear to be unusual and extraordinary events 
along with contradictory direction on part of DOE-HQ personnel leading to the 
funding impasse of the SREL cooperative agreement. Mr. Jeffrey Allison was clearly 
charged in a June 2007 memo from Mr. Charles Anderson to work with me and my 
staff to define the scope for a new cooperative agreement. This process commenced 
in August 2005 and concluded in August 2006 with a cooperative agreement that 
was ready to be signed in September 2006, prior to interference from DOE-HQ. Mr. 
Anderson’s June 27, 2005 memo to Mr. Allison directly lifted verbiage from the 
funding portfolio document that I submitted to Ms. Jill Sigal on May 12, 2005 as 
guidance for activities that SREL should include in the new cooperative agreement. 
In the absence of any other feedback concerning the funding portfolio document, it 
was clear to me that the $2 to $3.5M target for DOE-SR task related work was ac- 
cepted by DOE-HQ. While the funding language of the CA was changed via DOE- 
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HQ insistence in the September-November 2006 time frame, we worked in good 
faith with DOE-SR personnel to projectize our work scope and I believe that DOE- 
SR personnel were also working in good faith. Until May 7, 2007, Dr. Strojan and 
I were consistently told by SRS management and program staff that SREL’s work 
was important, that there was a need for the work, and that there was sufficient 
funding for the work. In my 23 years at SREL all CAs and M&O contracts have 
always been developed with the SRS Site Manager and program staff and there has 
never been involvement from DOE-HQ of this magnitude. In fact, Article XXIX of 
the cooperative agreement on Evaluation, Analysis, Assistance, and Approval states 
“evaluation, analysis, assistance, and approval required by this Agreement shall be 
accomplished at the DOE’s Savannah Operations Office, Aiken, South Carolina, by 
the Contracting Officer or his duly authorized representatives.” These facts along 
with my familiarity of Section 8.0 of the Savannah River Operations Office Human 
Capital Management Systems Manual, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Rev 2, which states 
that the Manager can authorize procurement contracts up to $5 million “without re- 
view,” as well as the obvious fact that SRS program personnel are in the best posi- 
tion to understand site needs, led me to believe that SRS management and program 
personnel were responsible for deciding what should be funded and at what appro- 
priate level. Furthermore, the notion that SREL submitted proposals that were 
“peer reviewed” and deemed not supportive of SRS or DOE missions is unsubstan- 
tiated by any facts surrounding the events that actually took place. As one can see 
from examining attachment F, we were asked to transform our research plans de- 
veloped with SRS program staff to meet SRS needs and objectives and containing 
sufficient detail into a matrix table where specific tasks were represented by several 
line descriptors. These matrix tables simply could not undergo a peer review accord- 
ing to doe’s own requirements stipulated in 10 CFR 600.3 for management of coop- 
erative agreements. Furthermore, we were never provided any detail about the peer 
review process nor did we receive written comments from the peer review. I submit 
that this is because there never was a peer review actually executed as required 
by 10 CFR 600.3. 

I also want to address claims that we have not been ag^essive in pursuing other 
funding opportunities as stated in letters from DOE to this committee and by DOE 
spokespersons in the press. SREL scientists currently have $5.25 in current con- 
tracts and grants and brought in close to $2.5M in UGA FY07. This is a very strong 
record of competitive funding for an environmentally focused organization of only 11 
faculty members. This meets the target in the funding portfolio document that I 
submitted to Ms. Sigal in May 2005. Finally, even if one were to condone DOE-HQ’s 
role in developing and controlling a task funding process and making decisions on 
tasks as small as $30,000, would any reasonable individual believe that a process 
whereby the outcome is revealed seven months into the FY is fair or makes good 
business sense? 

Once again, I thank you for this opportunity to testify before this joint hearing 
and I look forward to your questions. 

Biography foe Paul M. Bertsch 

Paul M. Bertsch is the Georgia Power Professor of Environmental and Soil Chem- 
istry and the former director of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory at the Uni- 
versity of Georgia. He also serves as an affiliate faculty member in engineering at 
the University of Georgia; an adjunct professor in the Marine Biomedicine and Envi- 
ronmental Center at the Medical University of South Carolina; and as an adjunct 
professor of Environmental Systems Engineering and Science at Clemson Univer- 
sity. His research focuses on the mechanisms controlling the fate, transport, and 
bioavailability/toxicity of contaminants in the environment and on the development 
of novel minimally invasive remediation strategies for contaminated sites. Dr. 
Bertsch has published over 150 articles in environmental chemistry, biogeo- 
chemistry, toxicology, and soil physical chemistry and mineralogy and holds a pat- 
ent for a novel groundwater remediation technology. He has been invited to present 
his research at scientific meetings, universities, and research institutes world-wide. 
Among his many professional activities. Dr. Bertsch has recently served on three 
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) committees dealing with issues in Earth and 
environmental sciences and currently chairs the U.S. National Committee for Soil 
Science at the NAS. He has also served on the Scientific Advisory Committee of the 
Advanced Photon Source at Argonne National Laboratory, and on a U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency Task Force developing criteria for natural attenuation of 
metals and radionuclides. He has been elected a fellow of the American Society of 
Agronomy and the Soil Science Society of America and has received numerous 
awards for his research, including two career achievement awards. Dr. Bertsch was 
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recently elected President of the Soil Science Society of America. In addition to the 
Soil Science Society of America, Dr. Bertsch is an active member of the American 
Chemical Society, the American Geophysical Union, the Clay Minerals Society, the 
Geochemical Society, and the American Association for the Advancement of Science. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you for saying that your time was ex- 
piring or had expired. Ms. Patterson is recognized for five minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MS. KAREN K. PATTERSON, CHAIR, SAVANNAH 
RIVER CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD 

Ms. Patterson. Thank you. Thank you, Chairman Miller. Thank 
you for inviting me to speak on behalf of SREL. My name is Karen 
Patterson and I live in Aiken, South Carolina. Many years ago I 
was a technician and graduate student at the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory. Not quite so many years ago I was a technical 
support service contractor to DOE’s Savannah River. I am the cur- 
rent chair of the Savannah River Site Citizen’s Advisory Board, 
known as the SRS as the CAB. We are the group that Chairman 
Lampson mentioned in his opening remarks two weeks ago as 
being enthusiastically supportive of SREL and indeed, we are. 

I hope my testimony will convey to you how valuable a resource 
the public considers SREL to be. My written testimony discusses 
three areas, but I will limit my comments to two; the value of 
SREL to the local communities and to the country. Last November 
the CAB submitted Recommendation Number 240 to DOE, which 
described SREL as a national treasure. My remarks are based on 
that assessment. The most common reason one hears for maintain- 
ing SREL is that it provided credible support for DOE’s assertions. 
The CAB is sometimes cynical at DOE’s pronouncements that all 
is well. In our experience those pronouncements sometimes mini- 
mize information that could lead one to a different conclusion or at 
least question the full measure of success. 

However, when SREL supports DOE, the CAB is confident that 
the DOE is protecting the environment. The loss of SREL would 
hinder DOE’s ability to convince the public that their own findings 
are true and accurate. SREL has cataloged vast amounts of long- 
term research results. Ecological processes occur on a time scale 
not conducive to short-term study. SREL’s long-term databases pro- 
vide insights into ecological trends that would be impossible to 
identify otherwise. 

Maintaining massive databases is expensive. If SREL closes it is 
not clear that funds to maintain such databases would be available. 
With the loss of the databases, 50 years of information on ecologi- 
cal processes would be lost. I believe that nuclear power is safe but 
my confidence is not shared by everyone. With our need to rely on 
nuclear energy as a source of electricity, it is imperative that public 
understanding increase. As the Department of Energy, DOE should 
appreciate the positive PR that SREL provides for a potentially 
controversial source of electricity. 

SREL has trained generations of scientists who have gone on to 
train additional generations of scientists, a legacy of education that 
should not be taken lightly. Not all of SREL’s graduate students 
went on to distinguished careers in academia. Many work in State 
and national regulatory agencies, run research programs for in- 
trustee or conservation non-profits, teach science and middle and 
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high schools, provide legal or technical consultation to environ- 
mentally sensitive clients, draft environmental protection legisla- 
tion, write books and generally advocate for the environment. This 
contribution to our country should not be dismissed as incon- 
sequential. 

SREL’s outreach programs have turned tens of thousands of 
young people on to the fun and excitement of science and the envi- 
ronment. At a time when we, as a nation, recognize the vital im- 
portance of educating our youth in science and math in order to 
compete in a global economy, the loss of SREL is an incremental 
step backwards. SREL is recognized internationally for the support 
it provides scholars and students from other countries. One can 
consider SREL scientists to be de facto goodwill ambassadors for 
the United States. At a time when we need to repair our image 
abroad, SREL advances international scientific support and co- 
operation. 

Einally, consider that perhaps the real legacy of SRS is not the 
production of plutonium and tritium or the vitrification of high- 
level waste or the cleanup of contaminated sites, but the body of 
ecological knowledge that SREL has amassed in more than half a 
century of research. Ultimately, that knowledge may prove to be 
the greatest worth and value to the country. 

In conclusion, I would like to put the takeaway from my testi- 
mony into the parlance of a MasterCard commercial. Loss of SREL 
to DOE, $4.5 million. Value of SREL to local communities, DOE, 
and the Nation, priceless. There is no logical explanation for DOE’s 
decision to eliminate funding for SREL. I am sure the Committee 
has read the letters, editorials and articles in our local papers and 
the Popular Science magazines regarding SREL’s demise. No in- 
formed member of the public supports SREL’s closure. The CAB 
certainly does not support it. I urge Congress to do the right thing; 
restore funding for fiscal year 2008 and find a way to ensure that 
SREL’s future does not rest on the whims of DOE leadership. 

Thank you again for inviting me to speak to the Committee. I 
very much appreciate your efforts on behalf of SREL and the Amer- 
ican public, whose interests are best served by ensuring the lab’s 
continued service to the Nation. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Patterson follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Karen K. Patterson 

Chairmen Lampson and Miller, Ranking Members Inglis and Sensenbrenner, 
Members of the Committee — thank you for inviting me to speak on the value of 
SREL to the public. 

I. Introduction 

My name is Karen Patterson, and Aiken, South Carolina has been my home since 
1973. From 1973 until the mid 1980’s I was a technician and a graduate student 
at SREL. For approximately five years, I managed a project that characterized bio- 
logical communities on the SRS for a subcontractor to the current Savannah River 
National Laboratory. Since 1990 I have worked for TetraTech NUS, an environ- 
mental consulting firm. Until 1995 TetraTech NUS was the technical support serv- 
ice contractor for DOE — Savannah River. I currently manage projects evaluating the 
environmental impacts of nuclear power reactors, including preparing environ- 
mental analyses for proposed, new nuclear electric generating plants. I am a biolo- 
gist, and my entire career has been spent studying nuclear-related impacts, both ra- 
diological and non-radiological, on natural systems. While I have received income 
from SREL and been paid for technical support to DOE in the past, I do not receive 
remuneration from either at present and have not for many years. 
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I am the current Chair of the Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board (SRS 
CAB) — the group that Chairman Lampson mentioned in his opening remarks two 
weeks ago as being enthusiastically supportive of SREL. Indeed we are. 

The CAB is a DOE-sponsored, FACA-chartered Site-Specific Advisory Board 
(SSAB) comprised of 25 citizens. The SSAB charter (Department of Energy Charter 
for the Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board, attached) and the 
cab’s mission statement (Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board Missions & 
Principles, attached) are to provide advice and recommendations to DOE’s Office of 
Environmental Management regarding environmental clean-up and remediation de- 
cisions at SRS. DOE has touted the SRS CAB as one of the best in the complex. 
Last month we received the federal EPA’s national “Citizen Excellence in Commu- 
nity Involvement” award for our activities at SRS. The CAB provided only my travel 
expenses to testify before the Committee. My time, like that of all CAB members, 
is volunteered. 

The demographics of the Board reflect the demography of the affected commu- 
nities: half are women, one-third are African-American, half live in the counties sur- 
rounding SRS, and half live downstream in communities that use the Savannah 
River as their source of drinking water. These public representatives spend many 
hours, and dedicate many days, educating themselves about DOE’s programs at 
SRS, particularly the programs for the environmental remediation of the “legacy 
wastes” produced in our nation’s Cold War. 

II. Testimony 

Two weeks ago Drs. Whicker and Schnoor described to this committee the high 
regard the academic and scientific communities hold for SREL, and the reasons. I 
hope that my testimony will impart similar insights of the worth of SREL to the 
informed public. I will focus on three topics: 

• the value of SREL to the local communities 

• the value of SREL to DOE and 

• the value of SREL to the country. 

(i) The value of SREL to the local communities, including those using the Savannah 

River as the source of their drinking water 

As Chairman Lampson stated in his July 17 opening remarks, the SRS CAB most 
certainly does enthusiastically support SREL. We have been concerned about the 
funding for SREL for several years, and made a recommendation to DOE regarding 
SREL funding last November. 

On November 17, 2006 the CAB submitted Recommendation # 240 (attached) to 
DOE asking that DOE fund SREL at a minimum of $4.5MM in the future, and es- 
tablish permanent funding for the Laboratory. DOE responded (attached) that in fu- 
ture years SREL funding would depend on need, merit and funding availability, and 
that permanently establishing funding through DOE is not necessary (See DOE re- 
sponse to Recommendation 240, attached). 

In the recommendation the CAB described SREL as a “national treasure” for the 
following reasons: 

• the public considers SREL to be an independent and credible source of infor- 
mation about environmental issues at SRS and elsewhere 

• SREL’s potential to support clean-up and remediation across the DOE weap- 
ons complex and throughout the Nation 

• the extensive body of knowledge captured in SREL’s ecological databases de- 
veloped over 50 years 

• SREL’s recognition throughout the world as a leader in the study of 
radioecology 

• the training provided by SREL to young scientists from across the country 
and around the world. 

I would like to expand on each of these statements, as paraphrased from the rec- 
ommendation. 

• the public considers SREL to be an independent and credible source of infor- 
mation about environmental issues at SRS and elsewhere 

Perhaps the most frequently cited reason for maintaining SREL is that it provides 
credible, independent support for DOE’s assertions that DOE is protecting the SRS 
environment. The CAB is sometimes cynical of DOE pronouncements that “all is 
well” in successfully pursuing its Environmental Management programs. In our ex- 
perience, those pronouncements sometimes overlook or minimize information that 
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could lead one to a different conclusion or, at least, question the full measure of suc- 
cess. However, when SREL provides the CAB with information that supports DOE’s 
conclusions, the CAB believes SREL based on past experiences. The Laboratory has 
a history of and reputation for doing good, careful, supported research, and of pub- 
lishing the findings in peer-reviewed technical journals. This process of publication 
in peer-reviewed journals contrasts with the “gray” literature where most govern- 
ment-funded studies are published. There is no more rigorous test of research find- 
ings than independent, informed peer review. The open and public critique of SREL 
research automatically leads the public to trust the Laboratory’s findings. The loss 
of SREL would inhibit DOE’s ability to convince the public that their own study re- 
sults are true and accurate. In other words, SREL increases the public’s confidence 
in DOE and its mission. 

• SREL’s potential to support clean-up and remediation across the DOE weap- 
ons complex and throughout the Nation 

Much, but not all, of SREL’s research is done at SRS. However, the application 
of the findings is certainly not limited to SRS, or even to other sites in the DOE 
complex. SREL disseminates its research findings through presentations at national 
and international scientific meetings, the publication of research results in scientific 
journals, and collaboration with scientists at other sites. DOE could and should 
make available SREL research results across the complex and to other federal and 
State agencies, and industries. 

One particular example may be instructive. Dr. Eugene Odum, who directed field 
work at SREL over the years and is referred to as the “father of modern ecology,” 
urged scientific study of large natural systems, such as watersheds. DOE at SRS 
today is pursuing a more cost-effective and integrated cleanup of the Site by pur- 
suing a watershed-by-watershed approach. The approach takes into account the re- 
lationship between, for example, groundwater and surface water, and the migration 
and transfer of compounds in natural systems. DOE scientists “think like ecologists” 
in part because of the lessons learned from SREL research. 

• the extensive body of knowledge captured in SREL’s ecological databases de- 
veloped over 50 years 

Beginning in 1951 with Dr. Odum and his graduate students perfecting the theory 
of ecological succession using data collected as the abandoned farm fields on SRS 
reverted to forest, SREL has collected data and managed vast amounts of long-term 
research. Ecological processes occur on a time scale not conducive to short-term 
study, and certainly not to the identification of ecological principles during the life 
of a doctoral dissertation’s research. The databases covering decades, which are 
maintained by SREL, provide insights into ecological trends that it would not be 
possible to identify if one looked at data collected over a shorter time frame. With- 
out real understanding of natural systems, we can not manage nor protect our envi- 
ronment. Maintaining massive databases takes effort and is expensive. If SREL 
closes it is not clear that funds to maintain such databases (let alone continuing the 
research to add to them) would be available. With the loss of the databases, 50 
years of knowledge on ecological processes would be lost — a true waste of important 
knowledge and past funding. 

• SREL is recognized throughout the world as a leader in the study of 
radioecology 

SREL scientists, because they had studied the dynamics of radioactive materials 
in natural systems, were some of the first to study the effects on the environment 
of the Chernobyl accident. SREL radioecologists are known and their research is 
highly regarded throughout the world. 

I personally believe that nuclear power is a safe industry and is beneficial to our 
country, but my opinions are not necessarily shared by the general public. Equally 
significant, many people have limited information about the science and technology 
supporting nuclear power, its federal regulation, and DOE’s responsibility in ensur- 
ing adequate energy resources for future generations of Americans. With the United 
States’ need to rely on existing nuclear power plants and deploy additional nuclear 
energy as a source of “non-carbon” electricity in the near future, it is imperative 
that public understanding and acceptance increase. Research, such as that done by 
SREL, increases the public’s confidence in nuclear energy as a safe way of producing 
electricity. As the Department of Energy for the Nation, DOE should appreciate the 
positive public relations (or “PR”) that SREL provides for a potentially controversial 
source of electricity. 
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• the training provided by SREL to young scientists from across the country and 
around the world 

SREL has trained many generations of scientists, who have gone on to train addi- 
tional generations of scientists. At any academic institution, or scientific meeting, 
the “six degrees of separation” to SREL are legion. As Committee Members likely 
know, “six degrees of separation” refers to the idea that, if a person is one “step” 
away from each person he or she knows, and therefore, two “steps” away from each 
person known by one of those people, then no one is more than six “steps” away 
from any person on Earth. Around the world, the connection between SREL sci- 
entists and others is oftentimes only two steps away; it seems almost everyone 
knows someone who has studied at, or worked with, SREL scientists! Many of the 
career biologists in the Southeast have studied at SREL in some capacity. Most 
radioecologists in the country have done research at SREL. This legacy of education 
should not be taken lightly. The advancement of our nation has been paralleled by 
our nation’s advancement of educated scientists. 

(ii) The value of SREL to DOE 

Pure and simple: SREL does not cost DOE money, it saves DOE (and the Amer- 
ican taxpayer) money. As a taxpayer, I cannot understand how DOE can portray 
eliminating funding to the Laboratory as an economy. 

Dr. Whicker described last week how less than $1M of SREL research saved bil- 
lions of dollars and an important natural community on the SRS by convincing the 
regulators and the public that Par Pond did not pose a significant risk to public 
health or the environment, even though it is contaminated with radionuclides. 

I would like to present just one additional example of how SREL research can 
save tax dollars. I can not and am not speaking for the federal EPA; however, I can 
relay to the Committee the gist of comments made by the EPA Region 4 liaison to 
the CAB last Tuesday, July 26, 2007, regarding SREL’s closure. In short, EPA Re- 
gion 4 and EPA-Headquarters are very concerned about the closure of SREL. They 
have been intending to rely on SREL research to make future closure decisions that 
could dramatically and detrimentally affect SRS ecosystems, and are concerned that 
this resource will be lost to them. 

As you may know, SRS is a CERCLA National Priorities List site. The regulatory 
agencies have subdivided the Site into six “Integrated Operable Units” (lOU) based 
on the watersheds of the five streams that traverse the site, and the Savannah 
River and its river swamp. Currently DOE and the regulators are remediating the 
point sources of contamination within each lOU. Decisions on final closure actions 
for each lOU have been deferred to some time in the future. As occurred with Par 
Pond (and described by Dr. Whicker), EPA and the South Carolina Department of 
Health and Environmental Control will determine the final closure actions based on 
an analysis of the relative risks of potentially destructive remedial actions versus 
a more benign approach to decontaminating the ecosystem that the closure action 
is supposed to protect. The EPA would use SREL data to support the more benign, 
less-disruptive approach. In expressing EPA’s concerns regarding the fate of SREL, 
EPA’s liaison to the CAB noted that EPA intends to rely on the historic data of 
SREL, and data to be collected in the future to make the decision on whether or 
not additional remediation of an lOU (beyond eliminating source terms) is nec- 
essary. Without SREL’s data, EPA will lack sufficient information to determine rel- 
ative risks and will be forced to err on a less data-informed, more “conservative” 
side. Simply put, the loss of SREL may very well result in additional and unneces- 
sary remediation of these watersheds at great cost to the taxpayer, and at a great 
loss of valuable natural habitats. 

The CAB is always concerned about minimizing costs, but is most concerned about 
minimizing risk to public health and the environment posed by the legacy waste at 
SRS. Without SREL’s research and analysis, just like EPA, the CAB will have no 
ready yardstick to judge the necessity of extensive remediation, and will be forced 
to recommend a conservative, costly and destructive approach. The CAB recognizes 
that this is not good for teixpayers or the affected ecosystem. 

(Hi) The value of SREL to the country 

Of course SREL’s research is applicable to situations throughout the country, and 
indeed the world. Drs. Whicker and Schnoor touched on this in their testimonies. 
I’d like to present a different perspective of the value of SREL to the country — one 
that is not tied into scientific research, per se, and less quantifiable than papers 
published or Ph.D.s granted. 

First, in its 56-year history SREL has trained thousands of graduate students. 
Many have gone on to distinguished careers in academia, and many more work in 
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State and national regulatory agencies, run research programs for industry, teach 
science in middle and high schools, provide legal and environmental consultation to 
clients trying to do the right thing by the natural environment, draft State environ- 
mental protection legislation, write books, and are generally advocates for the envi- 
ronment and “good science” in their various communities. This contribution to our 
country should not be dismissed as inconsequential. 

Second, SREL’s outreach programs have turned tens of thousands of young people 
(and their parents and teachers) on to the fun and excitement of science and the 
environment. I personally know people who chose their scientific careers based on 
experiences as K-12 students attending SREL outreach programs. No local program 
replicates the exciting way SREL scientists introduce young people to science, ca- 
reers in research, and the environment. Teachers and parents throughout the Cen- 
tral Savannah River Area have expressed their dismay at the loss of such an out- 
standing teaching resource. At a time when we, as a nation, recognize the vital im- 
portance of educating our youth in science and math in order to stay competitive 
in a global economy, the loss of SREL is an incremental step backwards. 

Third, SREL is recognized internationally for the science it does, and for the sup- 
port it provides to scholars and students from other countries. As such, one can con- 
sider SREL scientists as de facto good-will ambassadors for the United States. At 
a time when we need to repair our image abroad, SREL advances international sci- 
entific support and cooperation. 

Finally, consider that perhaps the real legacy of SRS is not the vitrification of 
high-level waste, or the production of plutonium and tritium, or the clean-up of con- 
taminated waste sites, but it is the body of ecological knowledge that SREL has dis- 
covered and documented for more than half a century. Ultimately that knowledge 
may turn out to be of greater value to our nation. 

III. Conclusion 

I’d like to put the take-away from my testimony into the parlance of those Master 
Card commercials I enjoy so much: 

Cost of SREL to DOE: $4.5 million 

Value of SREL to local communities, DOE, and the Nation: priceless. 

There is no logical explanation for DOE’s decision to eliminate funding for SREL. 
I am sure the Committee has read the editorials, articles and letters in our local 
papers regarding SREL’s demise. No informed member of the public supports 
SREL’s closure. The SRS CAB certainly does not support its closure. 

I urge Congress to do the right, cost-effective thing. Restore funding for FY08, and 
find a way to ensure that SREL’s future does not rest on the whims of DOE leader- 
ship. 

Thank you again for inviting me to address the Committee. I very much appre- 
ciate the Committee’s efforts on behalf of SREL and the American public whose in- 
terests are best served by ensuring SREL’s continued existence and service to the 
Nation. 
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Education Committee Chair, 1998-2000; Spent Nuclear Fuel Public Education 
Forum, Chair, 1997 

American Nuclear Society 

EXPERIENCE: 

Ms. Patterson has 34 years of professional experience as project manager and sub- 
ject matter expert on multi-disciplinary environmental projects at the Savannah 
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pare license renewal applications, power up-rate applications, licenses for inde- 
pendent spent fuel storage installations, or begin the process to construct and oper- 
ate new units. She is an environmental scientist with expertise in the National En- 
vironmental Policy Act (NEPA), Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, Coastal 
Zone Management Act, Resource Conservation and Reeovery Aet (RCRA), and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). 

Ms. Patterson has served for more than nine years on the Savannah River Site 
Citizens Advisory Board, which is chartered by DOE under the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act to provide advice and recommendations to DOE’s Office of Environ- 
mental Management, SCDHEC, and EPA on clean-up of the SRS. She is a member 
of the Nuclear Materials and Waste Management Committees of the Board. She was 
Chairperson of the Board from 1998 to 2000, and is currently serving a second term 
as Chair. She served as the Education Chairperson and chaired a public education 
forum on Spent Nuclear Fuel. At the invitation of DOE-HQ, she participated in a 
round-table discussion of site-specific advisory boards in Brookhaven, NY. She has 
made presentations at DOE National Site Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) meetings 
about SRS low-level waste, high-level waste, waste transportation, and SRS activi- 
ties, and has participated in DOE complex-wide forums on low-level waste, and nu- 
clear waste transportation issues. She was asked by DOE to provide citizen input 
to a National Academy of Sciences panel on the value of public participation. She 
regularly participates with other DOE SSAB Chairs and DOE-HQ personnel in na- 
tional meetings. 

Ms. Patterson has extensive public participation experience. She has written and 
edited technical documents, peer-reviewed articles, symposia publications, articles 
for the popular press, and has presented papers at various technical societies’ na- 
tional meetings, including the Waste Management Symposium and the American 
Nuclear Society. She has prepared for, hosted, and participated in public meetings 
required by environmental laws and agency regulations. She supports utility inter- 
actions with regulatory agencies, and has provided support to intervention and regu- 
latory review hearings. 


Discussion 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Ms. Patterson. We will now have 
the first round of questioning and I recognize myself for five min- 
utes. 


Conversation About Reduced DOE Funding 

Dr. Bertsch, Mr. Anderson will testify later. I understand that I 
did not characterize exactly correctly in questioning Mr. Sell about 
what Mr. Anderson told our staff. He is adamant that he did, that 
you knew. He doesn’t remember the conversation, he doesn’t re- 
member what he said and what you said. He doesn’t remember 
where you all were, whether it was by telephone or in person, but 
he was sure that he had conveyed to you and that you knew the 
deal, that SREL would have to get by with dramatically less fund- 
ing from DOE and SREL would have to be self-sufficient by fiscal 
year 2007. Did Mr. Anderson ever tell you that? 
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Dr. Bertsch. I certainly knew that we were going to be oper- 
ating on some reduced funding level. The exact amount wasn’t de- 
termined until much later relative to our conversations. In terms 
of being self-sufficient, I really don’t understand what that means. 
We are actually physically located on the Savannah River Site and 
our mission has been focused on Savannah River Site research. 

Chairman Miller. Did he ever tell you whether or not he ex- 
plained what that meant, that you would have to be self-sufficient 
by 2007? 

Dr. Bertsch. I don’t ever recall the self-sufficiency terminology 
actually ever coming up. 

Chairman Miller. Doesn’t that seem like something you would 
remember? 

Dr. Bertsch. It certainly would. And I should also say that the 
only data that exists is my business plan that was put together, 
which laid out very specifically where the funding elements would 
come from. 


Playing Mr. Allison for a Chump 

Chairman Miller. Now, in a meeting with our staff, Mr. Ander- 
son suggested that you had played Mr. Allison for a chump, that 
you knew what the deal was and you realized that he didn’t know 
what the deal was and negotiated this four-year $20 million agree- 
ment. This is a $1.2 billion a year site. I would assume that who- 
ever the Department of Energy put in as far as that site would be 
a pretty savvy guy. Did you play Mr. Allison for a chump? 

Dr. Bertsch. Mr. Chairman, certainly not. Again, if you look at 
the business plan that I was asked to put together, the funding 
level that was in that business plan was between $2 million and 
$3.5 million for funding at the Savannah River Site for projects to 
be conducted at the Savannah River Site. Many elements of my 
business plan showed up in the memo, the June 2005 memo, ver- 
batim, to Mr. Allison and Mr. Allison and I then began, in August 
of 2005 negotiating in good faith in terms of generating the terms 
and scope of the new cooperative agreement. 

July 2005 Newsletter Quote 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sell made a great deal out of a quote in 
a newsletter, a July 2005 newsletter. Could you explain what you 
meant by that quote, what the context was? Did you say that? 

Dr. Bertsch. Sure, Mr. Chairman. Yes, that is a quote. The con- 
text is that we had just been at a budget reduction of about 50 per- 
cent. I had to reduce the staff at Savannah River Ecology Labora- 
tory by over a third. We lost almost half of our faculty. And I was 
asked to put together a transition reconfiguration plan and as you 
can imagine, it was a very painful and difficult and challenging 
process. And the context was that yes, we weren’t zeroed out, we 
were still in business and yes, I had to go forward, at least in fiscal 
year 2006, with half the budget I had in fiscal year 2005. 

At the same time, I was encouraged by the fact that the memo 
from Mr. Anderson to Mr. Allison did, in fact, include the elements 
of my business plan, but I had not yet, at that time when I made 
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that quote, entered into discussions with Mr. Allison. It was un- 
clear to me what the future was going to be at that time. 

Competing in the Work Done for SREL 

Chairman Miller. Dr. Bertsch, were you ever asked to submit 
anything to compete for any of the work that SREL had been — do 
you call it SREL? 

Dr. Bertsch. We actually call it S-R-E-L and I suspect that is 
because it has been around since 1951. If it was more recent, I am 
sure we would call it SREL, like everybody else does. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. I assure you the military would call it 
SREL. Were you ever asked to compete for any of the work that 
had previously been done by SREL? Were you ever given any cri- 
teria for competition? Were you ever asked to submit any docu- 
ments? Were you ever asked to compete in any way for the work 
that you had done in the past? 

Dr. Bertsch. At the Savannah River Site, yes, sir. No, Mr. 
Chairman, but the notion that this was non-competitive is really 
not one that we control. Our cooperative agreement was renewed 
every five years, like many cooperative agreements are, like other 
centers, for example, in other agencies. And the Department of En- 
ergy could have chosen to compete that cooperative agreement at 
any time. The fact that they didn’t, we could explore reasons why. 
I think they chose to self-source it, but no, we were never asked 
to compete. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Would you have liked your chances? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, in terms of the specific funding elements that 
were in question in terms of the budget cuts this year, absolutely. 
We would have liked to have had a peer review. 

Chairman Miller. No, would you have liked if you had been 
asked to compete to do environmental characterization at the site, 
ecological risk and effects, remediation and restoration, would you 
have liked your chances pretty well? 

Dr. Bertsch. Oh, yes. Very much so. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. But Mr. Sell named, and I slightly ex- 
ceed my time, Mr. Sell mentioned several other entities that were 
competent to do the same work. Are you aware that they have been 
asked to compete for that work or submit proposals to do the work 
that SREL has done in the past. Are you aware that anybody else 
is doing the work that SREL has done in the past? 

Dr. Bertsch. No. 

Chairman Miller. So as far as you, it is going undone? 

Dr. Bertsch. That is correct. 

Chairman Miller. You did not lose a competition for that work, 
it is simply not being done? 

Dr. Bertsch. That is correct. 

Chairman Miller. I have exceeded by time. The Chair now rec- 
ognizes Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Understanding SREL Eunding Erom the DOE in 2007 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. I have been sitting through this hearing 
and the previous hearing and it appears to me that some folks 
have been playing a game of chicken on funding and I want to find 
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out why that is the case. Dr. Bertsch, several times in your testi- 
mony you state that it was your understanding that DOE funding 
levels for SREL for fiscal year 2006 were not going to continue into 
fiscal year 2007 and beyond and I quote from Page 4, “We also dis- 
cussed the funding level needed to keep SREL viable. I was asked 
what my understanding was of the Office of Science’s funding for 
fiscal 2007 would be, that is was the $1 million recurring? I an- 
swered that I was sure it was not and while we could continue to 
pursue grants from the Office of Science, we could not expect fu- 
ture funding for the SREL program.” 

Later on you explain that during a March 2006 budget meeting 
there was confusion over DOE funding levels for fiscal 2007 and 
when someone stated their belief that DOE would be providing 
SREL $3 million for fiscal 2007, you felt that this was inconsistent 
with previous discussions. Based on those previous discussions, 
what was your understanding of SREL funding from the DOE for 
fiscal 2007? 

Dr. Bertsch. Congressman, the context with which the quote, 
the first quote was taken was my initial meeting with Mr. Allison 
to execute the guidance that we had gotten from Mr. Charlie An- 
derson. The discussion revolved around what would it take to keep 
us a viable lab and again, in the context that we had just gone 
through, a 50 percent reduction in our budget and lost a third of 
our research and support staff. The question arose in that discus- 
sion if it was my understanding that Science would provide a mil- 
lion dollars recurring or if Savannah River Site would have to come 
up with $4 million to keep us viable. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Okay, so from what you just stated, you 
knew that there was not a commitment that the Office of Science 
would continue the million dollars past fiscal 2007, am I correct in 
that assumption? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, certainly from the guidance letter, it was 
never stated explicitly in the guidance letter that Mr. Allison re- 
ceived from Mr. Anderson and so when I was asked that question, 
I felt certain that we were now moving under Environmental Man- 
agement 100 percent in terms of our funding, so we were being 
moved back under the Savannah River Site umbrella. 

University of Georgia SREL Funding 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Now, also on Page 4 of your testimony, you 
say, “I also mentioned that UGA would be reducing its additional 
investment of State funding beginning July 1, 2007.” If this lab 
was so valuable to the University of Georgia and to the area, why 
was the State cutting its funding, as well? 

Dr. Bertsch. Congressman, the University invested additional 
funds in SREL to get us through the transition period and that 
commitment was made for one Georgia fiscal year and so it was 
clear that that funding would go away beginning this past July, 
that additional investment. So they, in essence, had doubled their 
investment in terms of the money that the State was putting in to 
help us through the transition period. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. You recognize that there was a transition. 
You went to the University of Georgia and the Georgia legislature 
and asked for some money to tide you over, recognizing that that 
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was nonrecurring without having any future commitment of funds 
from the Officer of Science. Am I correct in that? 

Dr. Bertsch. That is correct. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. So we are playing a game of chicken here, 
you know, I get back to the business of saying that we shouldn’t 
have noncompetitive guaranteed funding. One of the first things 
that I did in the Science Committee, when I got on it in the early 
1980s, was work to make fungible a lot of the DOE grants so that 
we wouldn’t have specific line items for various types of energy re- 
search and the first steps on that were taken bipartisanly and co- 
operatively in the early 1980s and then during my chairmanship 
of the Science Committee, we were able to complete the loop on a 
complete bipartisan basis with the support of the Clinton Adminis- 
tration. It seems to me that somebody down there hasn’t gotten the 
message and maybe we ought to find out who. And my time is up. 

Chairman Miller. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hall for five min- 
utes. 


Broadening SREL’s Eunding Base 

Mr. Hall. Dr. Bertsch, in a document that you claimed to have 
given to DOE’s Office of Congressional and Governmental Affairs, 
you state that S-R-E-L or SREL or whatever you want to call them, 
was going to have to broaden its funding base, right, and did you 
do that? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Hall. Were you successful in broadening the base? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, we were. Congressman. 

Mr. Hall. And how successful were you? 

Dr. Bertsch. When I became Director, we were bringing in 
about a half a million dollars a year in external funds, that is ex- 
ternal to the Department of Energy. The year that we were zeroed 
out, we were right around $1.25 million. This past year, the Geor- 
gia fiscal year that just ended, we were at $2.5 million. And I 
should say that the increase in that outside funding occurred on 
top of a reconfiguration of the laboratory and loss of almost half of 
the faculty. The target that I had put in that business plan/funding 
portfolio that came out of our May 11 meeting, had a target be- 
tween $2 million and $3 million. 

Mr. Hall. How did you do on competitive grants? 

Dr. Bertsch. The $2.5 million is competitive grants. We cur- 
rently have about $5.25 million of active grants. The $2.5 million 
is actually what came into SREL in the past 

Mr. Hall. What year did that $2.5 million come in? 

Dr. Bertsch. In Georgia fiscal year 2007. Just ended June 30th. 

SRS Eunding eor SREL and Jill Sigal 

Mr. Hall. And also, according to your written testimony on May 
the 11th, you talked about meeting — your stated a belief that the 
Savannah River Site would fund $2 million to $3.5 million per year 
and SREL — a contention that Jill Sigal actually challenged, didn’t 
she? She didn’t agree with you on that. 

Dr. Bertsch. That is my recollection. She said that is perhaps 
not what she had heard. 
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Mr. Hall. And if she didn’t believe that SRS valued SREL’s 
work, why would she send a memo to the Secretary recommending 
additional funds for SREL? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, the remainder of that testimony suggests 
that I respectfully disagreed with Ms. Sigal at the time. I talked 
about how the Savannah River Site valued SREL’s work. I have 
long worked at the Savannah River Site with the contractor, as 
well as the DOE personnel. 

Mr. Hall. Have you ever criticized Ms. Sigal’s activity in con- 
junction with this project? 

Dr. Bertsch. So what I am saying is that 

Mr. Hall. I am asking you 

Dr. Bertsch. I am sorry. 

Mr. Hall. — if you ever criticized her work, her participation in 
the redirecting funds to SREL? 

Dr. Bertsch. I certainly questioned why that was happening. 

Mr. Hall. Were you critical of her? 

Dr. Bertsch. I probably was critical of the activities, yes. 

Mr. Hall. Okay. And when did you know of her workout for 
SREL? The workout that she negotiated for you. When did you 
know of that? 

Dr. Bertsch. When did I know of that? 

Mr. Hall. Yes. 

Dr. Bertsch. That would have been June of 2005. 

Mr. Hall. And when was the funding actually cut by the Depart- 
ment of Energy? Do you know that date? 

Dr. Bertsch. The funding cut this year? 

Mr. Hall. The funding cut, that occasion in 2005. 

Dr. Bertsch. Oh, well, the 2005 would have been at the end of 
the 2005 fiscal year, so the beginning of the 2006 fiscal year was 
the cut in our funding. 

Mr. Hall. And what was the date of your new funding? 

Dr. Bertsch. The funding resulting from 

Mr. Hall. Yes. The $4 million plus to the $1 million plus for the 
next year. 

Dr. Bertsch. That would have been October 1 of 2006. 

Mr. Hall. So you were familiar with all of those dates? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes. 

Mr. Hall. When did you first meet Jill Sigal? 

Dr. Bertsch. At the May 11th meeting. 

Mr. Hall. Of what year? 

Dr. Bertsch. 2005. 

Mr. Hall. Had your funding been cut at that time? 

Dr. Bertsch. The funding had been zeroed out in the president’s 
request to Congress. 

Mr. Hall. I beg your pardon? 

Dr. Bertsch. The SREL funding had been zeroed out in the 
president’s request to Congress. 

Mr. Hall. And what did you do then? Did you request the De- 
partment of Energy to reconsider? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Hall. And were you assigned to Jill Sigal? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well 
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Mr. Hall. Did you work with Jill Sigal in her effort to reclaim 
funding for you? 

Dr. Bertsch. I simply had that one meeting and then produced 
the business plan/funding portfolio document. 

Mr. Hall. About what date was that? 

Dr. Bertsch. The meeting was May 11th, 2005. I was asked to 
provide a two-page document by the close of business the following 
day. 

Mr. Hall. Were Ms. Sigal and Mr. Anderson helpful in reopening 
the negotiations and were they successful in getting an offer that 
kept your operation open? 

Dr. Bertsch. Absolutely. 

Mr. Hall. My time is up. I will get back to that. Thank you. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. We will now have a second round 
of questioning and the Chair now recognizes himself for five min- 
utes. 


Savannah River Ecology Laboratory Long-term 
Funding 

Dr. Bertsch, you mentioned the business plan that you prepared 
in May of 2005 at the request of Jill Sigal. I think that is the docu- 
ment that we have entitled Savannah River Ecology Laboratory 
Long-Term Funding and it sets forth task funding, proposed task 
funding of $2 million to $3.5 million for environmental character- 
ization, ecological risk and effects, remediation and restoration. Did 
you discuss those tasks, those fairly broad tasks, three categories 
of tasks, with Mr. Allison? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes. Yes, I did. 

Chairman Miller. Did Mr. Allison or anyone else at the Depart- 
ment of Energy tell you that those tasks were not necessary? 

Dr. Bertsch. No, they didn’t. 

Chairman Miller. Did they accept those tasks, did they embrace 
those tasks as what SREL should be doing? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, they did. 

Chairman Miller. And are any of these tasks excluded from the 
December 2006 cooperative agreement? Or does the December 2006 
cooperative agreement pretty much reflect those tasks, as well, 
those categories of tasks? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, the agreement still contains those tasks. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Did you, at some point, with Mr. Alli- 
son or anyone else, try to make a more specific list of the tasks be- 
yond these categories, the broader categories? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we generate research plans on 
an annual basis. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. 

Dr. Bertsch. So this is a fairly detailed document in terms of 
what tasks would be performed for the $4 million of funding. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And did you do that in consultation 
with folks from the site? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, we did. 

Chairman Miller. Who did you work with there? 

Dr. Bertsch. We worked with the — well, the original — the first 
version of the cooperative agreement that included our research 
plans, worked through the program people at the Savannah River 
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Site that we reported to and so that was Karen Hooker and her 
staff would be Dennis Ryan and Ben Gould. 

Chairman Miller. And at some point were you told that those 
tasks, that some of those tasks were not necessary? Were not mis- 
sion critical for 2007? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, the mission critical standard was first intro- 
duced February 20th of 2007 and then yes, we were told that they 
were no longer — they did not meet that standard. 

Chairman Miller. Who told you that was the standard? 

Dr. Bertsch. That was Ms. Collazo. 

Chairman Miller. And had you heard of that standard before? 

Dr. Bertsch. No. 

Chairman Miller. Had you been consulted about developing 
that standard? 

Dr. Bertsch. No. 

Chairman Miller. Had Mr. Allison, to your knowledge, been 
consulted about developing that standard? 

Dr. Bertsch. No. 

Chairman Miller. How much of what you did at SREL was pro- 
duced, a discreet result, a deliverable, to use the jargon, for a given 
fiscal year? How much of what you did was long-term? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, of course, the research and development or- 
ganization is always looking longer term and so having a mission 
critical standard in the fiscal year that you are in makes it very 
difficult for any R and D organization. 

Chairman Miller. Did anyone explain to you why — how many of 
the tasks, how many tasks did you develop and how many were 
found to be, were you told, were found to be mission critical for 
2007? 

Dr. Bertsch. In my Attachment F, you will see an evolution of 
the tasks from our research plans, which is a 22-page document, 
to these task tables which evolved from a larger number to a small- 
er number once the standard went from mission related to mission 
critical. So we had 27 in the final task table that was judged to be 
by the standard of mission critical. We had 27 tasks. Six of those 
tasks were deemed to be mission critical. All six of those had been 
funded in August of 2006 by the contractor and much of the work 
had already been conducted. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And again, those 27 tasks, what role 
did the DOE site staff play in developing those tasks? 

Dr. Bertsch. That involved a much larger cross-section of the 
DOE staff working with the system managers of the three business 
units. Environmental Management, Federal Facilities Officers, as 
well as interaction with the contractor. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. I think in our staff interviews, depart- 
ment personnel have described it as mission critical versus nice-to- 
haves. Did anyone at the DOE at the Savannah River Site tell you 
that those 27 tasks were nice to have but not critical? 

Dr. Bertsch. We were told that April 19th. 

Chairman Miller. But not before? 

Dr. Bertsch. Not before. 

Chairman Miller. Were you asked to defend, were you asked to 
explain why some of those tasks, any of those tasks were more 
than just nice to have? 
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Dr. Bertsch. Through a formal process, no. We did have a meet- 
ing where it was discussed. 

Chairman Miller. And did anyone explain to you what the term 
mission critical was or what its origin was? 

Dr. Bertsch. No, Mr. Chairman, I was never able to get a defini- 
tion of mission critical. 

Chairman Miller. My time has expired. Mr. Hall is recognized 
for an additional five minutes. 

More on Broadening SREL’s Funding Base 

Mr. Hall. Let me just go back with you. Dr. Bertsch. In a docu- 
ment you claimed of giving DOF’s Office of Congressional and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs, you stated SREL would have to broaden its 
funding base and you say that it did broaden its funding base, but 
you are telling me that you were successful in the broadening of 
the funding base? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, we have been successful in diversifying our 
funding base. 

Mr. Hall. Are you closed now? 

Dr. Bertsch. We are not closed. We are on a one-year trial to 
try to wrap up the projects that absolutely require the facilities at 
SREL to conclude these outside contracts and grants. 

Mr. Hall. But you felt that the Congressional — maybe others felt 
that they could become self-funded by fiscal year 2007, but you 
haven’t, have you? 

Dr. Bertsch. This self-sufficient standard was never explained 
to me. 

Mr. Hall. Well, just answer my question. You haven’t become 
self-sufficient and that means you weren’t successful in your efforts 
to broaden the base because you didn’t broaden the base enough to 
stay open, keep operating. Is that right? 

Dr. Bertsch. Congressman, we have a cooperative agreement 
with the Department of Energy, who is our main customer, to con- 
duct work on the Savannah River Site and without funding from 
the Department of Energy Savannah River Site, we would not — 
there would be no reason for us to be there. We occupy DOE build- 
ings. Out of our budget, we are responsible for maintaining those 
buildings, keeping up all of the infrastructure, including things like 
IT functions, so forth. 

Office of Science Grants 

Mr. Hall. As of June the 1st, 2007, had SREL applied for any 
funding from the Office of Science for fiscal year 2007? 

Dr. Bertsch. I am sure that we probably have. Well, I am sure 
we submitted grants to the Office of Science. 

Mr. Hall. Isn’t it true that you submitted one proposal and that 
was peer reviewed and not accepted? Isn’t that what the records 
show? 

Dr. Bertsch. That may be true. We have three active Office of 
Science grants that I am aware of in the laboratory. We do have 
scientists that submit proposals to the Office of Science for specific 
RFPs, in response to specific RFPs. 
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Ms. SiGAL AND Mr. Anderson 

Mr. Hall. You were Director there and you knew when the 
workout was accomplished for SREL. You were there when you 
knew when the funding was cut. You have given me your informa- 
tion that you knew when that happened and the date of the new 
funding because you were director of the lah. Why is it that you 
wouldn’t have known of the work that Jill Sigal and Charlie Ander- 
son put in that saved your lah? How could you not know that? 

Dr. Bertsch. Congressman, I did. 

Mr. Hall. Have you not contended that you didn’t? 

Dr. Bertsch. That I was unaware 

Mr. Hall. Did you not tell people that you were not aware of 
when the lab closed and how it closed? 

Dr. Bertsch. I was never — could you repeat the question, 
please? 

Mr. Hall. Well, my question is if you knew when the workout 
was made and you knew when the cuts were set forth and knew 
when the new funding came about, why is it that you criticized Jill 
Sigal and Charles Anderson and contend that they didn’t do any- 
thing to help you? 

Dr. Bertsch. In 2005 they certainly did. The concern was we 
were following specific guidance that we, I mean Mr. Allison and 
myself, in terms of renegotiating the new cooperative agreement. 
That negotiation went on for a year and where we established the 
scope in the projects that were supposed to be funded in the new 
cooperative agreement. 

Mr. Hall. Do you have any personal knowledge that Jill Sigal 
had intervened for you and Charlie Anderson intervened for you in 
saving this lab? 

Dr. Bertsch. In 2005? 

Mr. Hall. Yes. 

Dr. Bertsch. It would seem that they did. 

Mr. Hall. Looking back on it, do you think they did? You could 
have been director and operating director of the lab itself and you 
couldn’t have known, isn’t it impossible that you couldn’t have 
known that? 

Dr. Bertsch. Congressman, I did know that in 2005. 

Mr. Hall. Then why were you critical of these people that were 
helping you? 

Dr. Bertsch. I was not critical at that time. 

Mr. Hall. Well, what time were you critical? 

Dr. Bertsch. I was 

Mr. Hall. Are you critical today? 

Dr. Bertsch. Congressman, the — what I was concerned about 
was the fact that we had spent a year working in good faith, fol- 
lowing specific direction that we got and 

Mr. Hall. Well, answer my question. Are you critical of her and 
of Charlie Anderson today, of their actions? 

Dr. Bertsch. I was critical of the actions 

Mr. Hall. You were. Are you today? You aren’t, are you? You are 
not critical today knowing the full facts and looking back and see- 
ing the record and seeing the e-mails and seeing all the reports. 
You are not today — you can’t sit there and say you are critical of 
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these two people that breathed life back into your operation when 
you are the Director of it. You see every occupation, every job. You 
see people that work for you. You have every report. You couldn’t 
have been blind enough not to have known that you had some help 
and that these two people helped you and breathed life back into 
your operation and you could still be operating fine if you had been 
successful as you say you were in broadening your scope. You 
weren’t successful in that. You are about to close down out there 
and do you still criticize Jill Sigal and Charlie Anderson for the 
help they gave you? Just yes or no. 

Dr. Bertsch. Not for the help. 

Mr. Hall. I am out of time and I hope you are not out of pa- 
tience. Thank you. 

Dr. Bertsch. Thank you. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. I have no questions. 

More on University of Georgia Funding 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sensenbrenner has no questions. Dr. 
Bertsch, I have a few questions just based upon Mr. Hall’s ques- 
tions, not all of which I understood, but I will ask some questions 
about the ones I did understand. Well, maybe it was Mr. Sensen- 
brenner’s question about Georgia, the State of Georgia terminating 
funding, as well, funding terminated June 30. It sounded, from his 
questions, like both the Federal Government and State government 
had lost confidence in you at the same time. When did the Georgia 
funding that Mr. Sensenbrenner referred to begin? 

Dr. Bertsch. That actually began in July of 2006. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And what was the purpose of that 
funding? 

Dr. Bertsch. The purpose of that funding was to help us 
through the transition. 

Chairman Miller. I am sorry. Say that again? 

Dr. Bertsch. It was to help us through the transition period as 
we tried to implement our reconfiguration plan. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. But was it intended to be long-term 
funding or was it intended to be transitional funding? 

Dr. Bertsch. It was transitional funding. 

SRS Environmental Research 

Chairman Miller. There have been a lot of questions about why 
you didn’t expand your work. My understanding was that the lab’s 
work was to do environmental research at the Savannah River 
Site. Is that correct? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, that is correct. 

Chairman Miller. Did anyone suggest you ought to be selling 
ice cream in Aiken for additional funds? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, it was clear that we were supposed to diver- 
sify our funding base. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Did anyone tell you, besides doing en- 
vironmental research at the Savannah River Site what it was that 
you were supposed to do? 
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Dr. Bertsch. No, we just were interested in leveraging the daily 
portion of our funding and get to expand our funding in terms of 
competitive grants from other agencies. 

Chairman Miller. It seems like there would be a fairly limited 
clientele for research, environmental research conducted at the Sa- 
vannah River Site. Not many households would be in the market 
for that. Not many businesses would be in the market for that. 
Were there other customers for that work that anyone directed you 
to? Are there any that occur to you now? 

Dr. Bertsch. Well, our work is well-recognized by a variety of 
other agencies and a lot of the competitive funding that we get 
from other agencies is not necessarily done on the Savannah River 
Site. Some of it actually is. It certainly builds on our expertise that 
we have developed over the years working in concert with DOE. 

SREL Peer Review 

Chairman Miller. Materials that were — or the suggestion that 
there was a peer review and SREL did not survive the peer review, 
were the 27 tasks that you developed in consultation with per- 
sonnel at the site, were those peer reviewed, to your knowledge? 

Dr. Bertsch. No, they were not. 

Chairman Miller. You are an academic, unlike me. What is in- 
volved in peer review? 

Dr. Bertsch. In peer review, you are responding to a specific re- 
quest for a proposal. You submit a proposal in response to that re- 
quest. Typically, this is a very specific date in time that it needs 
to be in by and then it goes through a peer review process which 
typically means it is sent out to colleagues and fellow investigators 
that have expertise in the area that you are submitting your grants 
reviewed and then typically a panel convenes to make final deci- 
sions on the grants that are submitted. 

Chairman Miller. And I know some Members of the Minority 
have questioned my wondering about paper or the lack of paper, 
but does peer review, as you described it, not generate documents? 

Dr. Bertsch. Yes, it does. 

Chairman Miller. Not just a couple of guys in the office talking? 

Dr. Bertsch. No, it is not. 

Chairman Miller. So if we don’t have any documents reflecting 
peer review considerations, it is reasonable to assume that there 
was no peer review, is that right? 

Dr. Bertsch. That would be my assumption. 

Community Relationship With SRS Without SREL 

Chairman Miller. All right. Ms. Patterson, you have sat pa- 
tiently. I know that you need to catch a plane. And I can imagine 
that folks in the community immediately surrounding SREL or not 
SREL, but the Savannah River Site, where there are high level nu- 
clear materials, would want to be reassured that there is environ- 
mental monitoring going on at the site. The tadpoles with two 
heads that is nothing that they need to worry about in particular. 
What do you think is going to happen to the community’s relation- 
ship with the Savannah River Site with SREL no longer in oper- 
ation? 
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Ms. Patterson. Well, this is the second time in two years where 
the community has observed decisions that DOE has made that 
have resulted in what I would characterize as a distancing of the 
public from the decision-making process or general knowledge of 
what is going on at Savannah River Site. The first one had to do 
with the administration of the CAB and my concern — these two in- 
stances have highlighted three things that concern me, concern the 
community. One is that Savannah River and headquarters have in- 
consistent expectations, apparently, or they communicate different 
things to SREL and to the CAB. 

So I am concerned that headquarters and Savannah River don’t 
speak with one voice. Second is that I don’t — this is my personal 
opinion — I don’t think headquarters actually considers the input 
that Savannah River provides. I think that the site manager knows 
better than headquarters what works on his site. And I have not 
seen that headquarters pays attention to that kind of information. 
And third, and this is again just my opinion, the trend of DOE 
turning back to the murky waters of secrecy, which this appears 
to be, upsets me. So short answer, the public is not happy. We are 
concerned that we are being shut out of the process. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall is recognized for five minutes. 

More on Ms. Sigal and Mr. Anderson 

Mr. Hall. Just one last question and thank you, Ms. Patterson. 
I wish I could think of something pleasant to ask you, but you have 
been very courteous and thank you for your time. 

Ms. Patterson. Thank you. 

Mr. Hall. And Doctor, I want to ask you this question. Inasmuch 
as we have, I think, established that you now know that Jill Sigal 
and Charlie Anderson did intervene and did keep the doors open, 
keep it going, let me ask you this last question. What would have 
happened if they hadn’t? 

Dr. Bertsch. In 2005 we would have closed. 

Mr. Hall. Been closed down about two years ago, wouldn’t you? 

Dr. Bertsch. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. That is all I have and I thank you, sir. 

Credibility of For-profit Contractors Versus SREL 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Sensenbrenner for five minutes. Just one 
more for Ms. Patterson. Mr. Inglis, who with whom I have a very 
pleasant personal relationship, we 

Mr. Patterson. And who is from South Carolina. 

Chairman Miller. And he is from South Carolina. Spoke 
admiringly of the efficiency of a government agency that could con- 
duct cost benefit analyses without spending a whole lot of time 
writing it down. I am skeptical that there was really a cost benefit 
analysis of SREL closing and having the same environmental moni- 
toring work done by private contractors. But if at some point in the 
future the Savannah River Site, in order to comply with environ- 
mental law, the requirements of environmental laws, has to con- 
tract with private contractors to gather data, to monitor the envi- 
ronment. Will private, presumably for-profit contractors have the 
same credibility in the community that SREL has? 
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Ms. Patterson. No, sir, they will not. 

Chairman Miller. Why would they not? 

Ms. Patterson. I am a private contractor and I know that the 
role of a contractor is to help its client put a good spin on whatever 
the information is and that transfers — the community recognizes 
that, too, that if I am paid directly by DOE to DOE’s monitoring, 
it would behoove me to not fudge data, make anything up, but put 
a positive spin on what we find. And so the community would ap- 
proach it as that is the approach. I can’t really trust this because 
DOE has paid for this data, therefore I am not sure I can trust it. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. So if folks in the community started 
noticing that tadpoles had two heads and you went to the Savan- 
nah River Site and they said SREL is conducting our environ- 
mental monitoring and they say there is nothing to be alarmed 
about versus a private contractor; we have hired a private con- 
tractor to do our environmental monitoring and they say we have 
got nothing to worry about, is there the same level of credibility or 
assurance in the community? 

Ms. Patterson. No. As I said in my testimony, the public is 
sometimes skeptical of DOE’s pronouncements that all is well. But 
when we have SREL information backing it up, we believe that it 
really is well. We have never found SREL not to be straight shoot- 
ers with us. If DOE said all is well and the only support they had 
was a contractor that they had hired to support that information, 
we would be skeptical that there could be something wrong, not 
that there would be, but there could be. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Dr. Bertsch, Ms. Patterson, thank 
you very much for being here. 

Dr. Bertsch. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. We will take just a two or three minute break 
before beginning our third panel so we can all stretch and do what- 
ever else. 

[Recess] 

Chairman Miller. We are back in session. I would now like to 
introduce our third panel. Our first witness, Charles Anderson, the 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Office of Environ- 
mental Management; our second witness, Mr. Jeffrey Allison is the 
Manager of the Savannah River Site Office. Both of them have 
been mentioned several times in the testimony already; Mr. Mark 
Gilbertson, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Engineering and 
Technology, Office of Environmental Management, Department of 
Energy; and finally Ms. Yvette Collazo is the Assistant Manager 
for Closure Projects at the Savannah River Site Office. 

All of you should know, from having been here, that our spoken 
testimony is limited to five minutes, after which Members have five 
minutes to ask questions. But our practice is to take testimony 
under oath. Do any of you have any objection to being sworn in? 
It is also your right to be represented by counsel. Do any of you 
have counsel present? Are any of you represented by counsel at to- 
day’s hearing? All right. If you would all now raise your right hand. 

[Witnesses sworn] 

Chairman Miller. The witnesses have now taken the oath. Mr. 
Anderson, you may begin. 
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Panel III: 

STATEMENT OF MR. CHARLES E. ANDERSON, PRINCIPAL DEP- 
UTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Mr. Anderson. Thank you. Good afternoon, Chairman Miller, 
Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, and Congressman Hall. My name 
is Charlie Anderson and I am the Principal Deputy Assistant Sec- 
retary for the Department of Energy’s Office of Environmental 
Management. In that role I am the program’s senior career federal 
official and manage the day-to-day operations of the organization. 
I appreciate the opportunity to come here today to discuss with you 
the timeline and decisions made by the Department that have re- 
sulted in my appearance here today. 

Deputy Secretary Sell has provided you with an overview of the 
events. My testimony today will provide details of my specific role 
in decisions made, discussions with the University of Georgia, 
Members of Congress and my staff, and direction given relative to 
the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 

Although the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory is located on 
the Savannah River Site, it is managed by the University of Geor- 
gia. The Department expected the University to take leadership in 
setting the course of the laboratory’s future. The Office of Science 
made tough budget and programmatic decisions for fiscal year 
2006. As a result, the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory no 
longer would receive direct funding from the Department of Energy 
outside of successfully peer reviewed proposals for mission relevant 
research. At that time, the Department received letters from both 
the Georgia and South Carolina congressional delegations request- 
ing restoration of the laboratory’s direct funding. 

In May 2005, the Assistant Secretary for Congressional and 
Intergovernmental Affairs, Jill Sigal and I helped negotiate an 
agreement among the Department, the laboratory, the University 
of Georgia, and Members of both of the South Carolina and Georgia 
Congressional delegations. 

We agreed that the Office of Environmental Management would 
provide an additional $3 million in fiscal year 2006, with the De- 
partment providing a total of approximately $4.3 million in funds 
for the laboratory in fiscal year 2006. The Office of Environmental 
Management would then provide $1 million in fiscal year 2007 for 
infrastructure, along with additional funds for research projects to 
be provided on a task-by-task basis. Additionally, for its part, the 
University of Georgia agreed to provide $1 million for infrastruc- 
ture in support of its laboratory in fiscal year 2007. 

The basis of the Department’s agreement to provide additional 
funding in 2007 was the commitment by the Savannah River Ecol- 
ogy Laboratory and the University of Georgia to seek outside fund- 
ing sources and to become self-sustaining. This is exactly how our 
National Laboratory at Savannah River is funded. I will note 
former Savannah River Ecology Laboratory Director Paul Bertsch’s 
understanding of this arrangement when he was quoted in a July 
11, 2005 University of Georgia Campus News article which has 
been quoted before: “We are grateful that our Congressional delega- 
tions have seen fit to give us a year to develop alternative funding 
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sources.” I would ask the Committee to include this press article 
in the hearing record, if it has not already heen done so, so far. 

[The information follows:] 


SREL budget is cut, employees face layoffs in October 

Columns 

UGA Faculty and Staff newspaper 
UGA Office of Public Affairs 
July 11 ,2005 
By Tom Jackson 
tiacksonfiJluaa.e du 

About one-third of the employees working under a U.S. Department of Energy contract at 
the university’s Savamiah River Ecology Laboratory have been notified that their 
positions will end Sept. 30, 2005, due to a reduction in the federal grant that funds much 
of the facility. 

During the budget development process, the federal administration proposed eliminating 
$7,748 million in federal funding for the facility, operated by UGA since 1951. 

Through the cooperative efforts of members of the Georgia and South Carolina 
congressional delegations, the federal grant will not be eliminated entirely for the fiscal 
year beginning Oct. 1 , but instead will be reduced to $4.3 million (including $300,000 
from the National Nuclear Security Administration, funding which SREL also received in 
fiscal year ’05). This is a budget reduction of 47 percent. 

Officials hope alternate funding sources— in the form of contracts and grants from the 
Department of Energy and other agencies — may be secured to replace at least some of the 
funding. ’’SREL will need to downsize and develop areas of focus commensurate with 
federal grant funding priorities.” says Vice President for Research Gordhan Patel, to 
whom SREL reports. “In addition. SREL will need to enhance partnerships with other 
state, federal and pr iv ate entities.” 

SREL’s primary purpose is to provide an independent assessment of environmental 
impacts of the Savannah River Site, a 310-sqiiare-mile DOE facility in western South 
Carolina that once produced nuclear materials. 

Although it is a 54-year-old arrangement, SREL fimding has always been so-called “soft 
money” — a grant subject to renewal. The current five-year contract between the DOE and 
UGA was signed in 2001 and expires June 30, 2006. But the federal funding reduction is 
effective Oct. 1, 2005, and thus the laboratory will not have funding to operate at its 
previous capacity beyond that date. 

Of 1 80 employees at SREL, 1 50 positions are funded by the Department of Energy grant. 
The reduction eliminates 5 1 of those occupied. Some of those 41 will accept early 
retireraent, shift to part-time employment, or find other jobs and resign, but those 
remaining will face involuntary separation. 

“Five of the positions are occupied by tenured faculty members of the University of 
Georgia, and we have made arrangements for them to be transferred to teaching and 
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research positions,” says Arnett C. Mace Jr., senior vice president for academic affairs 
and provost. Mace says funding was set aside in the university’s fiscal year ’06 budget to 
pick up those tenured positions in anticipation of the SREL grant reduction. 

“Positions funded from contracts and grants, which are considered ‘soft funds,’ are 
subject to termination when the contract or grant ends,” says Duane Ritter, interim 
director of human resources. “WTiile this program has been in existence 54 years, the 
principle is the same.” 

“From its inception, SREL has been a UGA research unit recognized for its effectiveness 
in conducting independent research on the impacts of Savannah River Site operations,” 
says Paul M. Bertsch, SREL director. “It has been an independent and credible source of 
information on environmental issues relating to nuclear materials production and 
processing, and is known world-wide as a leading ecological and environmental 
laboratory. We ar e so sonv to see tliese fine staff members lose their positions, but if the 
federal grant must end, we are grateful that our congressional delegations have seen fit to 
give us a year to develop alternative funding sources.” 

http ://www.uaa.edu-'columns/05071 l/news-srel.html 
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United States Sen?!c; Saxby Chambliss :: News Center 


lit^://'www.chaTnb]iss.senate.gov/public.'index.cftn?FuscAction=New,. 


GEORGIA-SOUTH CAROLINA LAWMAKERS ANNOUCE FUNDING FOR 
SAVANNAH RIVER ECOLOGY LABORATORY 

June 28, 2005 

WASHINGTON - Today, Georgia and Soirtli Carolina lawmakers praised the Department of Energy (DOE) for agreeing to 
provide $4.3 million for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory in Aiken, SC in fiscal year 2006, The announcement is part 
of a joint year-long effort to secure funding for the laboratory. 

Senators Saxby Chambliss, R-Ga., Johnny Isaskon, R-Ga., Lindsey Graham, R-SC and Jim DeMint, R-SC, along with Reps, 
Jack Kingston, R-Ga., Charlie Norwood, R-Ga., and Gresham Barrett, R-SC, launched the effort earlier this year upon 
learning the White House budget did not trrclude funds for the laboratory. The lawmakers credit U.S. Department of Energy 
Secretary Samuel Bodman for listening to their concerns and working with the Georgia and South Carolina delegation to 
invest funding in the laboratory's critical work. 

"In numerous meetings, phone calls and letters we Jointly impressed upon Secretary Bodman the importance of this 
project to our nation," said Chambliss. "The Savannah River Ecology Laboratory has been operated by the University of 
Georgia for over 54 years and has been widely recognized for its research, education and pubic outreach programs, 1 am 
thankful Secretary Bodman and his staff worked with us to address the laboratory's important funding needs, " 

"I am very pleased Secretary Bodman has been so willing to work with us over the past several months to ensure that the 
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory and the University of Georgia can continue their critical research at Savannah River 
Site, Our Georgia and South Carolina delegations made a very strong case as to why SREL deserves to continue to receive 
funding from the Department of Energy and we appreciate Secretary Bodman's willingness to take this action," Isakson 
said, 

"The SREL has helped track the effects on the environment from our Cold War missions," said Graham. "The data they 
collect provides a public health service and the funding level we achieved in the Senate is an important step toward the 
lab's contlr^ued operation, I'm pleased we were able to v/ork with our friends from Georgia to secure funding this year," 

"I'm glad the Department of Energy worked with us to find a thoughtful solution to address the needs of the lab," said 
Senator DeMint, "The Savannah River Ecology Lab’s independent analysis is crucial to understanding the environmental 
impact of work done at the Savannah River site. This decision will sustain the lab and its important work." 

'This Is good news," Congressman Kingston said. "Keeping funding Rowing for the ecological research being done at the 
lab is very important. I know Dr. Bertsch is pleased and I am glad Secretary Bodman and the Energy Department worked 
with us to keep this going." 

"We have worked hard to impress upon the Department of Energy the importance of SREL's mission to the nation. While I 
am disappointed that full funding was not restorKi throu^ the contract year, I am pleased that Secretary Bodman worked 
with us to provide enough funding for SREL to remain operational," said Barrett. "We remain committed to working 
together for the future of the lab." 

"While it remains a disappointment that we were unable to convince DOE to restore full funding, we have still come away 
with a clear victory for maintaining SREL until new, permanent funding sources can be found," says Norwood. "The work 
done by SREL is too vital for the nation's environmental research efforts to ever let this facility go dark.” 

Situated on the grounds of Savannah River Site (SRS), the SREL provides an independent evaluation of the ecological 
effect.? of DOE'S SRS operations through a program of ecological research, education, and outreach which involves basic 
and applied environmental research, with emphasis upon expanding the understanding of ecological processes and 
principles, and upon evaluating the tmpacto of industrial and land use acbvities on the environment. 

For more information, contact Chambliss' press office at 202-224-3423, Isakson's press office at 202-224-7777, Grahams' 
press office at 202-224-5972, DeMint's press office at 202-224-6121. 
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In December of 2006, the Savannah River Site and the Univer- 
sity of Georgia signed a new cooperative agreement that captured 
the terms made by the parties in 2005. The cooperative agreement 
provided the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory with $1 million 
in guaranteed funding for infrastructure in 2007 and a mechanism 
to receive additional funding for research projects on a task-by-task 
basis as determined by programmatic need and funding avail- 
ability. Under that framework, SREL proposed 27 tasks. These 
tasks were reviewed by Savannah River Site personnel and it was 
determined that six tasks, totaling approximately $800,000, met 
critical program needs for the Office of Environmental Manage- 
ment. In addition, the National Nuclear Security Administration 
funded two additional tasks totaling $435,000 in fiscal year 2007. 

In May of this year the Department met with University officials 
to discuss potential paths forward. I was disappointed that given 
the self-declared funding crisis at the laboratory, the University did 
not come to the meeting with any concrete plans for how it would 
move to refocus the laboratory so that it would become self-sus- 
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taining. In a subsequent phone call between Secretary Bodman and 
University President Adams on June 1, President Adams com- 
mitted to providing the Department with a plan for the future of 
the laboratory. The Department has yet to receive a response to 
this request. The Department has received a closure plan unrelated 
to the Secretary’s request which fails to identify either clear objec- 
tives and activities or the funding and key personnel associated 
with those activities. 

The Department will continue to honor the commitments it 
made, as laid out in the cooperative agreement, just as it has met 
all of its commitments to the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory 
to this point. And I would be pleased to answer any questions you 
may have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Anderson follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Charles E. Anderson 

Good morning Chairman Miller, Chairman Lampson, Ranking Members Sensen- 
brenner and Inglis and Members of the Committee. My name is Charlie Anderson 
and I am the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Department of Energy’s 
Office of Environmental Management. In that role, I am the program’s senior career 
federal officer and manage the day to day operations of the organization. I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to come here today to discuss with you the timeline and deci- 
sions made by the Department that has resulted in my appearance here today. 

Deputy Secretary Sell has provided you with an overview of the events. My testi- 
mony today will provide details on my specific role in decisions made, discussions 
with the University of Georgia, Members of Congress and my staff, and direction 
given relative to the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 

Although the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory is located on the Savannah 
River Site, it is managed by the University of Georgia. The Department expected 
the University to take leadership in setting the course for the Laboratory’s future. 
The Office of Science made tough budget and programmatic decisions for fiscal year 
2006. As a result, the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory no longer would receive 
direct funding from the Department of Energy outside of successfully peer reviewed 
proposals for mission relevant research. At that time, the Department received let- 
ters from both the Georgia and South Carolina Congressional delegations requesting 
restoration of the Laboratory’s direct funding. 

In May 2005, the Assistant Secretary for Congressional and Intergovernmental 
Affairs, and I helped negotiate an agreement among the Department, the Labora- 
tory, the University of Georgia and Members of both the South Carolina and Geor- 
gia Congressional delegations. 

We agreed that the Office of Environmental Management would provide an addi- 
tional $3 million dollars in fiscal year 2006, with the Department providing a total 
of approximately $4.3 million in funds for the Laboratory in FY06. The Office of En- 
vironmental Management would then provide $1 million in fiscal year 2007 for in- 
frastructure along with additional funds for research projects to be provided on a 
task-by-task basis. Additionally, for its part, the University of Georgia agreed to 
provide $1 million for infrastructure in support of its Laboratory in fiscal year 2007. 

The basis of the Department’s agreement to provide additional funding in 2007 
was the commitment by the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory and the University 
of Georgia to seek outside funding sources and to become self-sustaining. This is ex- 
actly how our National Laboratory at Savannah River is funded. I will note former 
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory Director Paul Bertsch’s understanding of this 
arrangement when he was quoted in a July 11, 2005 University of Georgia Campus 
News article as “. . .we are grateful that our Congressional delegations have seen 
fit to give us a year to develop alternative funding sources.” I would ask the Com- 
mittee to include this press article in the hearing record. 

In December of 2006, the Savannah River Site and the University of Georgia 
signed a new cooperative agreement that captured the terms made by the parties 
in 2005. The cooperative agreement provided the Savannah River Ecology Labora- 
tory with $1 million in guaranteed funding for infrastructure in 2007 and a mecha- 
nism to receive additional funding for research projects on a task-by-task basis as 
determined by programmatic need and funding availability. Under that framework, 
SREL proposed 27 tasks. These tasks were reviewed by Savannah River Site per- 
sonnel and it was determined that six tasks, totaling approximately $800,000, met 
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critical program needs for the Office of Environmental Management. In addition, the 
National Nuclear Security Administration funded two additional tasks totaling 
$435,000 in fiscal year 2007. 

In May of this year the Department met with University officials to discuss poten- 
tial paths forward. I was disappointed that given the self-declared “funding crisis” 
at the Laboratory, the University did not come to the meeting with any concrete 
plans for how it would move to refocus the Laboratory so that it would become self- 
sustaining. In a subsequent phone call between Secretary Bodman and University 
President Adams on June 1, 2007, President Adams committed to providing the De- 
partment with a plan for the future of the Laboratory. The Department has yet to 
receive a response to this request. The Department has received a closure plan un- 
related to the Secretary’s request which fails to identify either clear objectives and 
activities or the funding and key personnel associated with those activities. 

The Department will continue to honor the commitments it made as laid out in 
the cooperative agreement just as it has met all of its commitments to the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory to this point. 

I would be pleased to answer any questions. 

Biography foe Charles E. Anderson 

Charlie Anderson was named Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Office of En- 
vironmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), on May 8, 2005. 

Before his appointment to DOE Headquarters, Mr. Anderson served as the Dep- 
uty Manager for Cleanup at DOE’s Savannah River Operations Office (SR). In this 
role since June 2003, he assisted the SR Manager in providing overall leadership 
and direction for oversight of contractor and federal programs, including nuclear 
material stabilization; waste disposition; closure; environment, safety and health; 
cleanup projects management and integration; and safeguards, security and emer- 
gency services. These functions were performed in support of the Environmental 
Management risk reduction and accelerated cleanup mission performed at the Sa- 
vannah River Site (SRS). 

Mr. Anderson’s career spans more than 20 years of experience in executive, tech- 
nical, operations, program management, and project management of nuclear mate- 
rials disposition, nuclear materials production, nuclear waste management, and nu- 
clear and coal-fired power generation programs with the Department of Energy and 
the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). 

Mr. Anderson began his career with TVA as a construction project engineer at the 
Yellow Creek Nuclear Plant. He then relocated to TVA’s corporate engineering office 
where he held several systems engineering positions. He moved on to the Browns 
Ferry Nuclear Plant to lead the system engineering efforts and later served as Spe- 
cial Projects Manager for the program management of multi-discipline, site-wide 
problem recovery projects. 

In 1990, he joined DOE at the Savannah River Site as Chief, High Level Waste 
Tank Farm Branch and also held positions as Director, Liquid Waste Division; Di- 
rector, Engineering Division; and Special Assistant for Process Re-engineering, High 
Level Waste System. Additionally, Mr. Anderson has provided innovative and sound 
leadership in SRS management positions that included: Director, Nuclear Material 
Storage Division; Director, Reactors and Spent Fuel Division; Director, High Level 
Waste Program Division. 

In October 2000, Mr. Anderson was named the Director, Office of Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation, Savannah River Area Office of DOE’s National Nuclear Security 
Administration. He directed the management of plutonium and uranium disposition 
programs and other special nuclear nonproliferation programs. 

In February 2001, he was named the Assistant Manager for High Level Waste 
at DOE-SR. He was responsible for all aspects of nuclear operations for high level 
waste at SRS, including the Defense Waste Processing Facility, the High Level 
Waste Tank Farms, and the alternative Salt Waste Processing Program. 

A native of Memphis, Tennessee, Mr. Anderson holds a Bachelor of Science degree 
in Mechanical Engineering from Memphis State University. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Mr. Allison for five minutes. 
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STATEMENT OF MR. JEFFREY M. ALLISON, MANAGER, U.S. DE- 
PARTMENT OF ENERGY— SAVANNAH RIVER OPERATIONS 

OFFICE 

Mr. Allison. Chairman Miller, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner 
and Mr. Hall, thank you for the opportunity today to convey the 
Department of Energy’s Savannah River Site priorities and to 
share my insights into the Department’s funding decisions relative 
to the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, which we call SREL. In 
doing so, I am hopeful that I can clarify some misconceptions and 
misrepresentations. 

At the Savannah River Site, our primary mission since the end 
of the Cold War has been dispositioning nuclear materials and 
waste. Because of the investments in our cleanup, SRS continues 
to make significant progress in meeting our current mission critical 
priorities to process and disposition liquid waste to reduce risk, 
support nuclear materials stabilization and disposition, remediate 
soil and groundwater, and disposition excess facilities. 

We work closely with regulators who have oversight of SRS ac- 
tivities. We also fund environmental and ecological studies to take 
a closer look at potential longer-term effects on soil, water and 
wildlife. For the past five decades the Savannah River Ecology Lab- 
oratory, or SREL as we call it, has performed a number of these 
studies for the Savannah River Site. 

At DOE Headquarters’ direction, DOE- Savannah River allocated 
$3 million from within available funds to SREL for fiscal year 2006 
and began preparing a new cooperative agreement to establish the 
framework for future SREL activities. And that was discussed in 
a memorandum from Mr. Charles Anderson to me in June 2005 
and it has been discussed several times today in the session. A new 
five-year agreement prepared by DOE-SR was based on fiscal year 
2006 funding of $4 million for SREL. The requested funding of $4 
million for fiscal year 2007 served as a planning base until Con- 
gress acted and funds were appropriated. Planning assumptions 
are common for us to use in establishing future work scope activi- 
ties until funding is committed and appropriated by Congress. 
Once appropriated, subsequent adjustments are made to funding 
and work scope as needed. 

In September 2006, SR sent to DOE Headquarters the coopera- 
tive agreement negotiated with SREL. It was at that time that I 
learned of specific terms of an agreement that had previously been 
reached by DOE Headquarters and the University of Georgia in 
2005 and communicated to some Members of Congress. 

With DOE Headquarters’ input, the cooperative agreement was 
revised based on the terms reached in 2005. The cooperative agree- 
ment obligated fiscal year 2007 funding from DOE’s Office of Envi- 
ronmental Management of $1 million for SREL infrastructure and 
potentially up to $3 million for scientific research projects that met 
specific criteria. Additional conditions stipulated that beyond fiscal 
year 2007 there would be no DOE funding commitment for the 
SREL. For fiscal years 2008 and beyond, DOE agreed to fund indi- 
vidual SREL projects based on need, merit of the proposals and 
funding availability. The cooperative agreement also allows the 
University of Georgia to continue to operate SREL on the Savan- 
nah River Site property and is structured to encourage them to 
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seek research funding for work from DOE and non-DOE entities. 
These terms and conditions were formalized in the current coopera- 
tive agreement signed by both parties in November and December 
2006. 

Since that time, research projects ranging from ecological studies 
to radiation effect studies have been proposed by SREL. DOE-SR 
federal project directors reviewed these projects against the current 
priority cleanup activities planned for the Savannah River Site to 
determine if the project supported accomplishing prioritized work 
scope. From this review, DOE-SR ultimately chose to fund six of 
the 27 proposed tasks because those six supported program mis- 
sions. DOE Headquarters supported the field’s decision. 

As you have heard here today, dating back to 2005, the Depart- 
ment had to make tough funding decisions in light of sound man- 
agement principles, reduced budgets and a desire to ensure top- 
quality science, resulting in DOE’s expanded efforts to manage its 
contracts through competitive solicitations and awards. Savannah 
River was not exempt. The Department’s decision in 2005 to elimi- 
nate funding for surficial science did not discount the quality of the 
scientific research or educational outreach activities conducted by 
SREL. Rather, that funding decision and many others since have 
been driven by the need to balance SRS work to meet the mission 
critical priorities of the Department. 

DOE is committed to executing the cooperative agreement with 
the University of Georgia under the specified terms and conditions. 
And I believe, to this point, we have met all of our commitments 
under that cooperative agreement. Personally, it is regrettable that 
a lack of communication and misperceptions resulted in confusing 
and complicating this matter. DOE recognizes SREL’s contributions 
to environmental research and ecological studies and we are hope- 
ful that the lab will compete to conduct future work at SRS. Thank 
you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Allison follows:] 

Prepahed Statement of Jeffrey M. Allison 

Chairman Miller, Chairman Lampson, and Subcommittee Members: Thank you 
for the opportunity today to convey the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Savannah 
River Site (SRS) priorities and to share my insight into the Department’s funding 
decisions relative to the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL). In doing so, 
I am hopeful that I can clarify some misconceptions and misrepresentations. 

At the Savannah River Site, our primary mission since the end of the Cold War 
has been dispositioning nuclear materials and waste. Because of investments in our 
cleanup, SRS continues to make significant progress in meeting our current mission 
critical priorities to process and disposition liquid waste to reduce risk; support nu- 
clear materials stabilization and disposition; remediate soil and groundwater; and 
disposition excess facilities. 

Additionally, a critical part of the work that we do at SRS is routine monitoring 
of our cleanup work to ensure the health and safety of our workers, the public, and 
the surrounding environment. We work closely with regulators who have oversight 
of SRS activities. We also fund environmental and ecological studies to take a closer 
look at potential longer-term effects on soil, water and wildlife. For the past five 
decades, the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, or SREL, has performed a number 
of these studies for the Savannah River Site. 

At DOE-Headquarters’ (HQ) direction, DOE-Savannah River (SR) allocated $3M 
from available funds to SREL for Fiscal Year 2006 and began preparing a new Co- 
operative Agreement to establish the framework for future SREL activities. The new 
five-year agreement prepared by DOE-SR was based on Fiscal Year 2006 funding 
of $4M for SREL. The requested funding of $4M for Fiscal Year 2007 served as a 
“planning base” until Congress acted and funds were appropriated. Planning as- 



193 


sumptions are common to us for establishing future work scope activities until fund- 
ing is committed and appropriated by Congress. Once appropriated, subsequent ad- 
justments are made to funding and work scope as needed. 

In September 2006, SR sent to DOE-HQ the Cooperative Agreement negotiated 
with SREL. It was at that time that I learned of specific terms of an agreement 
that had previously been reached by DOE-HQ and the University of Georgia in 
2005 and communicated to some Members of Congress. 

With DOE-HQ input, the Cooperative Agreement was revised based on the terms 
reached in 2006. The Cooperative Agreement obligated Fiscal Year 2007 funding 
from doe’s Office of Environmental Management (EM) of $1 million for SREL in- 
frastructure and potentially up to $3 million for scientific research projects that met 
specihc criterion. Additional conditions stipulated that beyond FY 2007 there would 
be no DOE funding commitment for the SREL. For Fiscal Year 2008 and beyond, 
DOE agreed to fund individual SREL projects based on need, merit of the proposals, 
and funding availability. The Cooperative Agreement also allows the University of 
Georgia to continue to operate SREL on the Savannah River Site property and is 
structured to encourage them to seek research funding for work from DOE and non- 
DOE entities. These terms and conditions were formalized in the current Coopera- 
tive Agreement signed by both parties in November/December 2006. 

Since that time, research projects ranging from ecological studies to radiation ef- 
fect studies have been proposed by SREL. DOE-SR Federal Project Directors re- 
viewed these projects against the current priority cleanup activities planned for the 
Savannah River Site to determine if the projects supported accomplishing prioritized 
work scope. From this review, DOE-SR ultimately chose to fund six of the 27 pro- 
posed tasks because those six supported program missions. DOE-HQ supported the 
field’s decision. 

As you have heard here today, dating back to 2005, the Department had to make 
tough funding decisions in light of sound management principles, reduced budgets, 
and a desire to ensure top-quality science, resulting in DOE’s expanded efforts to 
manage its contracts through competitive solicitation and awards. Savannah River 
was not exempt. The Department’s decision in 2005 to eliminate funding for sur- 
ficial science did not discount the quality of the scientific research or educational 
outreach activities conducted by SREL. Rather, that funding decision and many oth- 
ers since have been driven by the need to balance SRS work to meet the mission 
critical priorities of the Department. 

DOE is committed to executing the Cooperative Agreement with the University 
of Georgia under the specified terms and conditions. 

Personally, it is regrettable that a lack of communication and misperceptions re- 
sulted in confusing and complicating this matter. DOE recognizes SREL’s contribu- 
tions to environmental research and ecological studies, and we are hopeful that the 
lab will compete to conduct future work at SRS. Thank you. 

Biography for Jeffrey M. Allison 

Jeffrey M. Allison was appointed Manager of the Savannah River Operations Of- 
fice (SR) in March 2003. Mr. Allison is a career member of the Senior Executive 
Service with more than 22 years of experience in engineering, safety, health, process 
development, and management of Department of Energy (DOE) nuclear facilities, 
including chemical processing facilities, waste management facilities, and labora- 
tories. 

Prior to his current assignment, Mr. Allison was SR’s Acting Manager from June 
2002. As SR’s Assistant Manager for Health, Safety and Technical Support from De- 
cember 1999 to June 2002, he led the Savannah River Site in implementing a model 
Integrated Safety Management System. Additionally, he was directing and over- 
seeing Site efforts in a range of areas such as engineering, construction manage- 
ment, project management, regulatory and safety compliance, nuclear safety docu- 
mentation, emergency preparedness and others. 

Mr. Allison has held several other senior level positions at the Savannah River 
Site, including Acting Assistant Manager for High-Level Waste from December 2000 
through February 2001. In this position, he directed and oversaw operations of the 
high-level waste system, including the Defense Waste Processing Facility, H and F 
Tank Farms, the Effluent Treatment Facility, Saltstone, and other components of 
the waste system. From June 1996 through November 1999, Mr. Allison was the 
Deputy Assistant Manager for Health, Safety and Technical Support, and prior to 
that Mr. Allison was the Deputy Assistant Manager for Engineering and Projects 
from April 1995 to May 1996. As Deputy Assistant Manager for Engineering and 
Projects, Mr. Allison led the Site in achieving significant cost-saving accomplish- 
ments, including the privatization of the D-Area Powerhouse, implementation of 
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commercial business practices in all non-nuclear infrastructure facilities; and in- 
creased utilization of fixed-price contracting for design, engineering and construction 
activities. 

Mr. Allison began his federal service in the Department’s High-Level Waste Divi- 
sion, Office of Environmental Management, DOE Headquarters, in December 1991, 
as a team leader. In this role, he was responsible for overseeing all programmatic 
aspects of the Savannah River Site Tank Farms and developing the Waste Accept- 
ance Product Specifications for use in establishing criteria for acceptance of waste 
at the geological repository. 

Prior to joining the Department, Mr. Allison worked eight years for Westinghouse 
Hanford Company in a range of ever increasing engineering assignments, including 
process simulation, process design/development, systems engineering, design engi- 
neering and hazardous waste disposal. 

Mr. Allison holds a Bachelor of Science, Engineering degree in Chemical Engi- 
neering from Princeton University. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Gilbertson, your written testimony is 
minimal, but your conduct seems to be an important part of all of 
this. You have sat here all morning and heard it described. My pro- 
posal is that you take five minutes and describe, extemporaneously, 
your conduct in the last six months as it relates to this laboratory. 
We would prefer to have had it in writing, but if you would explain 
it now, please do so. 

Mr. Gilbertson. Sure, I would be happy to, for the Committee. 

STATEMENT OF MR. MARK A. GILBERTSON, DEPUTY ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY FOR ENGINEERING AND TECHNOLOGY, OF- 
FICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, U.S. DEPART- 
MENT OF ENERGY 

Mr. Gilbertson. First of all, good afternoon. Chairman Miller 
and Ranking Member Sensenbrenner and Congressman Hall. I am 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Engineering and Technology 
and as a part of that role, one of my functions is to perform inde- 
pendent technical review and oversight of the environmental man- 
agement activities, programs and projects, and so I am here today 
to answer questions associated with that. I manage the entire En- 
vironmental Management, Engineering and Technology Program, 
which includes technology development and deployment. My role 
here is at not only Savannah River, but other sites, to ensure that 
the work that is performed at our sites is leveraged to the advan- 
tage of all sites. And particularly, my role here was an oversight 
role. And so with regard to that, my role here was to review the 
conduct of the Savannah River Site, to work with them to ensure 
that the cooperative agreement was implemented consistent with 
negotiations and the direction of the Secretary. 

I sent a memo to Jeff in January of 2007 to inform him about 
our intent to conduct a peer review for scientific merit of the SREL 
research, and then we would work with the site, where the site 
would conduct the relevancy review or the review to ensure that 
the projects met the needs of the site overall. The descriptions of 
the work came up to headquarters. We reviewed the annual plan. 
We did not do a formal peer review of that process. When we re- 
ceived the descriptions of the activities, we saw that a number of 
the activities were ongoing activities. We contacted the Office of 
Science, who had the responsibility to manage that work in past 
years, and found in discussions with them that the quality of the 
science that is being performed at SREL, which is typically the rea- 
son why you do peer reviews, is to measure the quality of the 
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science that is being proposed, was high quality, that it was sound 
science. 

And so then we worked with the site on ensuring that the 
projects and tasks that were being proposed for work by the labora- 
tory itself met the needs for projects. In environmental manage- 
ment our cleanup work is all prioritized. It has activities that we 
need to accomplish in particular fiscal years and project managers 
at the sites are the ones that manage those activities. And so we 
worked with the site, to communicate back and forth about the na- 
ture of that, and to ask that project managers at the Savannah 
River Site review the work that was being proposed by the Savan- 
nah River Ecology Laboratory to ensure that it met the needs of 
those particular projects. 

My role in this part of the process has been through that review 
of the work itself It has also been subsequent to that part of the 
activity. I have interfaced with the University of Georgia, with Dr. 
Lee, on numerous occasions to try and understand where the lab- 
oratory was going in the future, with regard to future directions, 
trying to understand the issues of — we were told that we would 
close, that they were going to close. I am yet in discussions with 
Dr. Lee. It was pretty clear that they were — they still wanted to 
remain and were going to transition to something else. And so my 
role has been working with the University of Georgia to try and 
understand the direction that it is going in, to try and support that. 
We value the support of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory 
and the University of Georgia going into the future and we have 
been trying to work with them to ensure that it is a self-sustaining, 
enduring entity that supports not only our program but supports 
the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) programs, 
supports the Office of Science, other federal agencies. And so that 
is the role that I have been playing. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gilbertson follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Mark A. Gilbertson 

Good morning Chairman Miller, Chairman Lampson, Ranking Members Sensen- 
brenner and Inglis and Members of the Subcommittees. My name is Mark Gilbert- 
son and I am the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Engineering and Technology in the 
Department of Energy’s Office of Environmental Management. In that role, I am 
charged with the responsibility of reducing the technical risk and uncertainty in the 
Department’s cleanup programs and projects. To reduce those risks, my program 
provides technical solutions where none exist, improved solutions that enhance safe- 
ty and operating efficiency, or alternatives that reduce programmatic risks (costs, 
schedule, or effectiveness). In addition, my organization provides independent tech- 
nical review of Environmental Management activities, programs and/or projects. 

I appreciate the opportunity to come here today to discuss with you the timeline 
and decisions made by the Department that has resulted in my appearance here 
today. 

I would be pleased to answer any questions. 

Biography for Mark A. Gilbertson 

Mr. Mark Gilbertson is currently the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Engineering 
and Technology within the Office of Environmental Management (EM). The objec- 
tive of this organization is to reduce the technical risk and uncertainty in the De- 
partment’s cleanup programs and projects. To reduce those risks, the Program pro- 
vides technical solutions where none exist, improved solutions that enhance safety 
and operating efficiency, or alternatives that reduce programmatic risks (costs, 
schedule, or effectiveness). 
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Up until 2003, Mr. Gilbertson was the Director of the Office of Basic and Applied 
Research within the EM Program at the Department of Energy charged with pro- 
viding the fundamental knowledge necessary to correct problems associated with the 
cleanup of the nuclear weapons production complex. The program was given a 
“Hammer” Award by the Vice President’s National Performance Review Team in 
1998. In his first five years with the EM Program, Mr. Gilbertson was responsible 
for the development of policy, requirements, and guidance to ensure that risk anal- 
ysis theory and processes were integrated into coherent decision-making processes 
in the Department of Energy’s multi-billion dollar environmental cleanup program. 
From 1988 to 1994, Mr. Gilbertson worked in the Department’s Office of Environ- 
ment, Safety and Health (EH) and was responsible for the integration of EH con- 
cerns into Departmental planning processes, and managing and conducting EH’s 
Progress Assessment and Tiger Team programs. He received a Silver Medal for 
Meritorious Service in 1991 and was promoted into the Senior Executive Service in 
May of 1992. 

Mr. Gilbertson spent four years at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). In his last year at EPA, he served as Director of EPA’s Hazardous Waste 
Ground-Water Task Force Investigation Activities, created to investigate the ade- 
quacy of groundwater monitoring at facilities that disposed of hazardous waste on 
land. During his first three years at EPA, he supported the development of Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act 

regulations and technical guidance and training in the areas of corrective action, 
waste management, and environmental monitoring. He received a Bronze Medal for 
Commendable Service in 1987. He also spent three years in the private sector with 
an environmental engineering consulting firm. 

Mr. Gilbertson received a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from the University of 
Wisconsin in 1981. 

Chairman Miller. Ms. Collazo for five minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MS. YVETTE T. COLLAZO, ASSISTANT MAN- 
AGER FOR CLOSURE PROJECT, SAVANNAH RIVER OPER- 
ATIONS OFFICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Ms. Collazo. Good afternoon, Chairman Miller, Chairman 
Lampson and Subcommittee Members. I am Yvette Collazo and in 
May of 2006, I was appointed the Assistant Manager for Closure 
Project at the U.S. Department of Energy Savannah River Oper- 
ations Office. In that capacity, I oversee contractors, federal pro- 
grams, and activities associated with the cleanup of radiological 
and chemical contaminants in buildings and the environment, re- 
sulting from more than 40 years of nuclear materials production at 
the Savannah River Site. Programmatic oversight of the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory became my responsibility in February of 
2007, following an organizational realignment at the DOE-Savan- 
nah River. Primarily, it is in this capacity that I am here today to 
share my knowledge and address my role relative to the Depart- 
ment’s funding decisions for SREL. 

Prior to assuming oversight responsibility for the laboratory, I 
would like to add that I, along with other DOE-SR line organiza- 
tion managers, participated in discussions and evaluations of SREL 
fiscal year 2007 research activities during the fall of 2006. As you 
have heard Mr. Allison previously state, based on planning as- 
sumptions in early 2006 for future SREL work, DOE-SR was plan- 
ning to fund SREL at $4 million in fiscal year 2007. As part of that 
planning base, available funding to support SREL research activi- 
ties in fiscal year 2007 was evaluated by each of the DOE-SR line 
organizations, including my program area. 

Upon acquiring oversight of the laboratory, I had several meet- 
ings and discussions with SREL leadership regarding implementa- 
tion of the 2006 cooperative agreement, as revised to incorporate 
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the terms of the 2005 agreement with the University of Georgia. 
During this time I consistently restated the terms and conditions 
upheld in the mutual agreement, and those are $1 million guaran- 
teed DOE funding in fiscal year 2007 for infrastructure, no DOE 
funding commitment for fiscal year 2008 and beyond, and a task- 
by-task evaluation by DOE based on need, merit and also funding 
availability. Additionally, SREL was strongly encouraged to seek 
alternative funding sources. 

In January 2007, DOE-SR received direction from the Office of 
Environmental Management at DOE Headquarters to work jointly 
to determine a path forward for funding support of any additional 
tasks at SREL in fiscal year 2007. SREL initially proposed 35 
tasks, which were later revised to 27, for task-by-task funding con- 
sideration. EM Headquarters stated its intent to conduct a peer re- 
view for scientific merit of these tasks and DOE-SR was directed 
to conduct a relevancy review to determine if the proposed tasks 
met SRS needs and priorities. 

In concert with the terms of the cooperative agreement, SREL- 
proposed tasks were reviewed by DOE-SR line organizations based 
on need. This is a typical process whereby DOE-SR determines if 
a proposed task or projects meets a need, directly supports SRS 
priorities, and is fundamental to accomplishing critical work scope. 
In Eebruary 2007, EM Headquarters emphasized the critical DOE 
need test in conducting the task-by-task review. The DOE-SR re- 
view identified six of the 27 SREL-proposed tasks as meeting a 
critical SRS need. In March 2007, DOE-SR communicated the re- 
sults of the review to EM Headquarters. 

In April 2007, I met with EM Headquarters to go over the re- 
sults of the DOE-SR review. Based on its programmatic review, 
EM Headquarters also determined that most of the SREL-proposed 
projects did not meet the mission critical cleanup needs at the Sa- 
vannah River Site. EM Headquarters recommended that funding 
from EM be awarded at $1.8 million, which included guaranteed 
support for infrastructure. As directed in May of 2007, DOE-SR in- 
formed SREL of the EM funding level. 

I am aware that there has been a lot of discussion on the mean- 
ing of mission critical as it applies to DOE’S review of SREL’s pro- 
posed tasks. I would like to re-emphasize that the review conducted 
by DOE-SR line organizations was based on need, which is synony- 
mous with priority and mission critical when determining if a pro- 
posed task or project is a must do. As a career public servant, I am 
very cognizant of the difficult but necessary task of balancing the 
work and available dollars to get the required job done. 

This is the extent of my knowledge and short-term role relative 
to the Department’s funding decisions for SREL. In summary, I 
would simply re-emphasize that prior to the signing of the coopera- 
tive agreement in December of 2006, a good faith effort was made 
by DOE-SR line organizations, of which I was a part, to evaluate 
support of SREL research activities, given the planning assump- 
tions in earlier 2006. Since the mutual agreement was finalized or 
formalized, I believe that DOE has respectfully and consistently 
met its commitment under the current terms and conditions of the 
cooperative agreement with the Savannah River Ecology Labora- 
tory. Thank you. 
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Collazo follows:] 

Prepahed Statement of Yvette T. Collazo 

Good Morning. Chairman Miller, Chairman Lampson, and Subcommittee Mem- 
bers. In May 2006, I was appointed the Assistant Manager for Closure Project at 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Savannah River Operations Office (SR). In 
that capacity, I oversee contractors, federal pro^ams and activities associated with 
the cleanup of radiological and chemical contaminants in buildings and the environ- 
ment resulting from more than 40 years of nuclear materials production at the Sa- 
vannah River Site (SRS). Programmatic oversight of the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory (SREL) became my responsibility in February 2007 following an organi- 
zational realignment at DOE-SR. Primarily, it is in this capacity that I am here 
today to share my knowledge and address my role relative to the Department’s 
funding decisions for SREL. 

Prior to assuming oversight responsibility for the laboratory, I would like to add 
that I, along with other DOE-SR line organization managers, participated in discus- 
sions and evaluations of SREL Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 research activities during the 
Fall 2006. As you have heard Mr. Allison previously state, based on planning as- 
sumptions in early 2006 for future SREL work, DOE-SR was planning to fund 
SREL at $4 million in Fiscal Year 2007. As part of that planning base, available 
funding to support SREL research activities in FY 2007 was evaluated by each of 
the DOE-SR line organizations, including my program area. 

Upon acquiring oversight of the laboratory, I had several meetings and discus- 
sions with SREL leadership regarding implementation of the 2006 Cooperative 
Agreement, as revised to incorporate the terms of the 2005 agreement with the Uni- 
versity of Georgia. During this time, I consistently re-stated the terms and condi- 
tions upheld in the mutual agreement: $1 million guaranteed DOE funding in Fiscal 
Year 2007 for infrastructure; no DOE funding commitment for Fiscal Year 2008 and 
beyond; and task-by-task evaluation by DOE based on need, merit, and funding 
availability. Additionally, SREL was strongly encouraged to seek alternative fund- 
ing sources. 

In January 2007, DOE-SR received direction from the Office of Environmental 
Management (EM) at DOE-Headquarters (DOE-HQ) to work jointly to determine 
a path forward for funding support of any additional tasks at SREL in Fiscal Year 
2007. SREL initially proposed 35 tasks, which were later revised to 27, for task-by- 
task funding consideration. EM-HQ stated its intent to conduct a peer review for 
scientific merit of these tasks, and DOE-SR was directed to conduct a “relevancy” 
review to determine if the proposed tasks met SRS needs and priorities. 

In concert with the terms of the Cooperative Agreement, SREL-proposed tasks 
were reviewed by DOE-SR line organizations based on need. This is a typical proc- 
ess whereby DOE-SR determines if a proposed task or project meets a need, directly 
supports SRS priorities, and is fundamental to accomplishing critical work scope. In 
February 2007, EM-HQ emphasized the “critical DOE need” test in conducting the 
task-by-task review. The DOE-SR review identified six of the 27 SREL-proposed 
tasks as meeting a critical SRS need. In March 2007, DOE-SR communicated the 
results of the review to EM-HQ. 

In April 2007, I met with EM-HQ to go over the results of the DOE-SR review. 
Based on its programmatic review, EM-HQ also determined that most of the SREL- 
proposed projects did not meet the mission critical cleanup needs at the Savannah 
River Site. EM-HQ recommended that funding from EM be awarded at $1,805,000, 
which included the guaranteed support for infrastructure. As directed, in May 2007, 
DOE-SR informed SREL of the EM funding level. 

I am aware that there has been a lot of discussion on the meaning of mission crit- 
ical as it applies to DOE’s review of SREL’s proposed tasks. I would like to re-em- 
phasize that the review conducted by DOE-SR line organizations was based on 
need, which is synonjnnous with “priority” and “mission critical” when determining 
if a proposed task or project is a “must do.” As a career public servant, I am very 
cognizant of the difficult, but necessary, task of balancing the work and available 
dollars to get the required job done. 

This is the extent of my knowledge and short-term role relative to the Depart- 
ment’s funding decisions for SREL. In summary, I would simply re-emphasize that 
prior to the signing of the Cooperative Agreement in December 2006, a good faith 
effort was made by DOE-SR line organizations, of which I was a part, to evaluate 
support of SREL research activities given the planning assumptions in earlier 2006. 
Since the mutual agreement was formalized, I believe that DOE has respectfully 
and consistently met its commitments under the current terms and conditions of the 
Cooperative Agreement with the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. Thank you. 
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Biography for Yvette T. Collazo 

Ms. Yvette T. Collazo entered the Senior Executive Service and was appointed the 
Assistant Manager for Closure Project at the Savannah River Operations Office, Sa- 
vannah River Site, in May 2006. In this capacity, Yvette provides leadership and 
oversight direction to contractors, federal programs and activities associated with 
the clean up of radiological, industrial and groundwater hazards resulting from 
more than 40 years of nuclear materials production at the 310-square mile federal 
facility. Yvette is responsible for the ongoing Deactivation and Decommissioning 
(D&D) of facilities once used for the production of nuclear materials. She also man- 
ages the administration of the SRS Citizens Advisory Board, the Environmental 
Justice Program, and the National Historic Presentation Program. 

Prior to her assignment to SRS she was the Director, Program Support Services 
for the Assistant Manager for Safety, Technical, and Infrastructure Services at the 
Department of Energy (DOE) Chicago Office (CH). In this capacity she was respon- 
sible for leading the CH Plutonium Disposition Program, the Office of Electricity De- 
livery and Energy Reliability assistance awards, and the Office of Science Congres- 
sionally mandated construction grants. 

Yvette joined the DOE Argonne Area Office of the Chicago Operations Office in 
1991, performing in positions of increasing responsibility that included Environ- 
mental Compliance Engineer, Project Manager, and Team Leader for the Environ- 
mental Management Program. From 2000 through 2002, she served as the DOE’s 
National Peer Review Coordinator for the Office of Science and Technology and as 
the Chair of the DOE National Hispanic Employment Program Manager’s Advisory 
Council. 

Yvette’s major accomplishments include the D&D of the Argonne National Lab- 
oratory-East’s (ANL— E) Experimental Boiling Water Reactor, JANUS Reactor, 
Building 212 Plutonium Glove boxes, and Building 200 Hot Cells. She was instru- 
mental in completing a Memorandum of Agreement with the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to conduct wildlife management at the ANI^E site. She led the issuance 
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B Permit for ANL— E 
and negotiations with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency that resulted in 
a unique RCRA Corrective Action Process with streamlined documentation and a 
defined completion schedule. 

A recipient of a DOE Exceptional Award for her leadership in the CH Environ- 
mental Management Program (2005), she also received the National Association of 
Hispanic Federal Executives Distinguished Public Service Award (2003), a DOE 
Technology Innovation Silver Award for the Ph 3 doremediation Project (2002) and a 
Secretary of Energy Award for Achievement in Education and Career Development 
(1999). 

Yvette holds a Master of Science in Environmental Management and a Certificate 
of Environmental Studies from the Illinois Institute of Technology; and a Bachelor 
of Science in Mechanical Engineering, from the University of Puerto Rico, Mayaguez 
Campus. 


Discussion 

2005 SREL Cooperative Agreement 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. The Chair will now have our first 
round questions and the Chair recognizes himself for five minutes. 
Mr. Allison, I would assume that someone heading a $1.2 billion 
a year facility is a pretty accomplished and savvy guy. But you ap- 
pear to be treated, in the testimony today by many of the people 
in the Department of Energy, as something less than that, some- 
thing other than that. Mr. Anderson directed you to negotiate a 
new cooperative agreement with SREL in June of 2005, is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, that is correct. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And there was a memo that gave you 
that direction to negotiate that arrangement, is that correct? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, that is correct. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. The memo appears to be silent. We 
didn’t hold it up to a light to see if there was something hidden 
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in it, but it doesn’t appear to have given any kind of guidance 
about what should be in that agreement, is that correct? 

Mr. Allison. No, it laid out funding levels for fiscal 2006 and 
talked in terms of $3 million for the Environmental Management 
Program from within available funds, and another million from the 
Science Program, and then asked me to go and negotiate a new co- 
operative agreement. 

Chairman Miller. Dr. Bertsch earlier testified that he provided 
you a business plan with the task funding and these are all the 
tasks that you agreed the site needed, is that right? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, that is part of the negotiations for the coopera- 
tive agreement that formed kind of the starting point for our work. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And the broad categories, environ- 
mental characterization, ecological risk and effects, remediation 
restoration. Do you still think environmental characterization is a 
task needed by SRS? 

Mr. Allison. If you review the cooperative agreement that we 
signed, I believe that is one of the tasks that 

Chairman Miller. In December of 2006? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, in December of 2006. I believe that 

Chairman Miller. Essentially all of these tasks — well, first of 
all, did Dr. Bertsch testify truthfully when he said that you and he 
agreed that these were tasks that SREL performed that the site 
needed? Is that correct? 

Mr. Allison. Well, as I stated, I believe that those are in the co- 
operative agreement which we both signed out to, so yes, that is 
some admission that we do need that kind of work accomplished. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Now, we have just heard testimony 
that these tasks were to be put to peer review for scientific merit. 
Are you aware of any peer review of the proposed tasks, pursuant 
to this business plan, the cooperative agreement, in December of 
2006? 

Mr. Allison. I believe Mr. Gilbertson stated that that was the 
plan but that it was not performed. 

Chairman Miller. There was no peer review? 

Mr. Allison. No, there wasn’t. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And are you familiar with what is in- 
volved in peer review? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, I am generally aware of the level of detail and 
the types of independence that is involved in a peer review. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And with respect to the various tasks, 
the 35 that became 27, there has been some discussion that those 
should be awarded competitively. Are you aware of any competition 
for those 27 tasks or any of the tasks that SREL has performed? 

Mr. Allison. No, I am not aware. 

Chairman Miller. There is no request for proposals? 

Mr. Allison. No, there is not, no. 

Chairman Miller. Dr. Bertsch testified that the site’s personnel 
were involved in developing the various tasks, is that correct? 

Mr. Allison. I think Ms. Collazo has stated that there were 35 
tasks initially provided. Those are pared down to 27. When he says 
the site, I believe he means his staff. My staff was involved in the 
review process in looking at those tasks and that was the DOE role 
in that. 
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Chairman Miller. I am sorry, say that again. 

Mr. Allison. My staff, as I mentioned, my federal project direc- 
tors, were involved in reviewing the tasks that were proposed by 
the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. 

Chairman Miller. Well, is it correct that they were developed in 
concert with your staff, in consultation with your staff? 

Mr. Allison. There was some back and forth discussion to look 
at those tasks, yes. 

Chairman Miller. The final winnowing from 35 to 27 to six, 
were you involved in that decision to approve six tasks of the 27, 
what had earlier been 35? 

Mr. Allison. No, Yvette Collazo had taken the lead on that ac- 
tivity for me when she inherited this work activity and I asked her 
to take the lead. 

Chairman Miller. Well, you had earlier been involved in discus- 
sions about what you needed. You had gotten the plan, the busi- 
ness plan, from Dr. Bertsch. You had been involved or at least con- 
sulted with respect to the cooperative agreement in 2006. What 
role did you play in deciding that only six of those tasks were real- 
ly that important that they needed to be funded? 

Mr. Allison. I was informed of that once Yvette and the federal 
project directors had done a review, but I was not personally in- 
volved in that review effort. 

Chairman Miller. Were you given an opportunity to say no, 
these other things are really important, we have got to do these? 

Mr. Allison. Yvette provided me with the lists, so yes, I did. But 
I understood the process she had undergone to review those and I 
concurred in that process, what was sent to headquarters. 

Chairman Miller. I am sorry, what? 

Mr. Allison. I did have a chance to review the tasks that she 
proposed and I concurred with that before she sent that to head- 
quarters for review. 

Chairman Miller. My time has expired. Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Rejection of Tasks Submitted to the DOE 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I 
think the fog is starting to clear over all of this and I would like 
to thank all of you for your testimony, because you have been 
huffing and puffing and blowing away the fog. What appears incon- 
trovertible is that Dr. Bertsch knew that DOE funding was being 
phased down and out and there would be no continued guaranteed 
funding past fiscal year 2007. He said, so that comports with every- 
thing else that we have heard both at this hearing and the July 
17 hearing. We now get to the issue of the additional funding that 
could be obtained by SREL doing tasks that they submitted to DOE 
for its consideration. They had 35 and it went down to 27. Six were 
approved. There was some money that came into that. Twenty-one 
of them obviously were not. 

Now the question that I have and I think Mr. Anderson and Mr. 
Gilbertson probably can answer this best, were the denied tasks re- 
jected because they weren’t relevant to Environmental Manage- 
ment’s mission? 

Mr. Gilbertson. The determination on relevancy to Environ- 
mental Management’s program was made by the office at Savan- 
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nah River and that was exactly why they weren’t funding. It wasn’t 
that they weren’t good science; it wasn’t that they wouldn’t support 
other Department of Energy programs, potentially, like GNEP with 
the Office of Nuclear Energy, or they wouldn’t support the Office 
of Science’s fundamental program, potentially, if it was competi- 
tively submitted; it was that it didn’t support our EM programs. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. So if it was outside the scope of the Envi- 
ronmental Management programs, whether it was submitted, there 
was no need to submit it a to a peer review committee and there 
were no competitive bids because everybody else realized that you 
weren’t the source of the funding for what they were proposing to 
do. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Gilbertson. You are correct in that. 

Mr. Sensenbrenner. So what is the beef? I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall. 

Mr. Allison’s Background With SREL and the DOE 
Agreements 

Mr. Hall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Allison, by the way 
the Chairman introduced you, it indicated some lack of regard for 
you on our part of up here. I haven’t heard anything about that 
and wouldn’t agree with it. I recognize you as a good member of 
the Department and a very valuable — and that you have position 
enough to invite you to come testify before us. I ought to let you 
know that we appreciate and we thank you for it. 

Mr. Allison. Well, thank you. And I didn’t take that statement 
as a slight against me or my abilities. 

Mr. Hall. Good. How long have you worked with SREL? 

Mr. Allison. I have been involved most closely with SREL the 
last five years in my current position. 

Mr. Hall. What has been your experience with the lab? 

Mr. Allison. They do generally good work. 

Mr. Hall. What needs does the lab fulfill for the site? 

Mr. Allison. Well, right now, I think the primary need that they 
fulfill is in our soil and groundwater program, helping us with 
some of the work we are doing to try to deal with past environ- 
mental spills that have gotten into soil and groundwater. 

Mr. Hall. If SREL closes, what difficulties, if any, would this 
pose for the site? 

Mr. Allison. Well, certainly the work that they are currently 
doing that supports our soil and groundwater program, we would 
have to find another source for getting that work accomplished. It 
is critical to our mission. 

Mr. Hall. I thank you for that. And let me get to the crux of 
what we are here about. When did you first become aware of the 
conditions of the agreement negotiated between Georgia and South 
Carolina Congressional delegations and DOE? 

Mr. Allison. It was October of 2006. 

Mr. Hall. And would you ever make a commitment that you 
knew were contrary to established DOE agreements? You wouldn’t, 
would you? 

Mr. Allison. No, absolutely not. 
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Mr. Hall. And what did you do when you first became aware the 
negotiated agreement? 

Mr. Allison. One of the first things I did after coming to Wash- 
ington and meeting with the senior management here was go talk 
to Dr. Bertsch and convey to him the terms and conditions of that 
agreement. 

Mr. Hall. All right. 

Mr. Allison. It was clear that that was how we were going to 
be moving forward. 

Mr. Hall. So you think Dr. Bertsch, and maybe others at SREL 
or UGA, knew about the existing agreement when you did? 

Mr. Allison. When I did or before I did? 

Mr. Hall. Either one or both. 

Mr. Allison. Well, you know, as some of the testimony has borne 
out today, including Mr. Anderson’s testimony, there were some in- 
dications, and even in Dr. Bertsch’s testimony, that he knew that 
there was a need for a new mechanism to come into place. 

Mr. Hall. Can you imagine that the doctor knew when the cut- 
backs were made. Dr. Bertsch also knew the agreement, he knew 
of the refinancing, but he said he didn’t know the details? Is he Di- 
rector of the lab? Wasn’t that his title? 

Mr. Allison. Yes. 

Mr. Hall. He’s been Director of the lab when you have been — 
daily and working with people and giving instructions and seeking 
reports and things like that? That would be normal, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, I believe that if he didn’t know the details, he 
probably should have tried to find them out. 

Mr. Hall. Yes, instead he just kept on directing but he didn’t 
know. He was promised only two years. What is more important 
than the duration of an agreement like that, that might be the very 
livelihood for all the employees and the existence of the operation 
itself? It is the length of it, isn’t it? 

Mr. Allison. Certainly, I think Dr. Bertsch, in my interaction 
with him, should have felt comfortable enough to have asked me 
about what this agreement meant and then I certainly would have 
gone and tried to find out. 

Mr. Hall. Or anybody else in five miles of him, anybody. He 
could have asked anyone, couldn’t he? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, I believe so. 

Mr. Hall. Now, he has tried to distance himself from his own 
quote that certainly cried out that there was an agreement, that 
he knew there was agreement. Have you been here all day? Have 
you heard all the testimony? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, sir, I have. 

Mr. Hall. Do you think that everyone at DOE involved with 
SREL funding but him, maybe, and another two were aware of that 
agreement? They were aware there was an agreement and that it 
was a two-year agreement, were they not, as far as you know, in 
your discussions with them, your day-to-day activities? 

Mr. Allison. Well, in my day-to-day activities with him, he 
never gave me that opinion that he knew anything beyond the fis- 
cal year 2006 agreement for funding. Now the agreement for a mil- 
lion dollars in fiscal year 2007, I was never made aware of that 
through Dr. Bertsch, that he knew that. 
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Mr. Hall. Well, it is pretty logical, as a Director of that lab, that 
he either knew it or should have known it. 

Mr. Allison. Well, some of the testimony that has been coming 
out today raises in my mind that he might have known more than 
he indicated to me. 

Mr. Anderson’s Involvement With the SREL Funding 

Issue 

Mr. Hall. I will go to Mr. Anderson and ask you how and when 
did you become involved with the SREL funding issue? 

Mr. Anderson. In the Spring of 2005, Jill Sigal, the Assistant 
Secretary for Congressional Affairs, came and asked me about it — 
first of all she said that the SREL’s funding had been zeroed out 
and then asked if they did good work. Was this worthy of pursuing, 
of trying to repair this or trying to fix this 

Mr. Hall. What was your answer? 

Mr. Anderson. I said yes, it was. They did do good work. 

Mr. Hall. And what was her actions after that? 

Mr. Anderson. At that point in time, she put together kind of 
a structure of an agreement, which we went and talked to the Sec- 
retary, since the Secretary had already issued a letter to the dele- 
gations, about the zeroing out from the Office of Science. We did 
not want to get into too much detail without making sure we had 
his agreement to approach, in general, this concept of working out 
an agreement. And that is primarily what the memo that has been 
referred to earlier, to the Secretary was for, was to get his agree- 
ment for us to pursue this negotiation. 

Mr. Hall. And you had a conversation with Dr. Bertsch as to the 
facts and the substance of the agreement? 

Mr. Anderson. I did later in May when a lot of it was decided 
and mostly it was the University of Georgia, out of Athens, man- 
agement that was 

Mr. Hall. In May of what year? 

Mr. Anderson. 2005. I am soriy. 

Mr. Hall. Do you disagree with Dr. Bertsch when he says that 
he didn’t know of it and that he hadn’t been told of it? 

Mr. Anderson. I remember having a conversation with him by 
telephone. I was in D.C. at the time and he was back in South 
Carolina and Georgia area. 

Mr. Hall. You told him, didn’t you? 

Mr. Anderson. I talked to him about it and I told him that and 
one of the reasons I really remember it was, is there was a discus- 
sion about how difficult it was going to be and I recognized it would 
be a difficult task, a difficult challenge to move ahead and that is 
why there was a couple of years in trying to do that transition. 

Mr. Hall. I think my time is probably up and I will try to get 
back with you on that and enlarge on it a little when I have a third 
or fourth or maybe a fifth opportunity to. 

Dr. Bertsch and the Agreement 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. The Chair recognizes himself, 
now, for five minutes for a third round of questioning. Mr. Allison, 
I am completely perplexed by the last set of questions, that Dr. 
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Bertsch could not possibly have failed to understand, as the head 
of SREL, the agreement that SREL would have to be self-sufficient 
in two years. You didn’t know that, right? Hasn’t that been the tes- 
timony today? Hasn’t that been what Mr. Sell just said an hour or 
two ago, that you swore and declared to him that you didn’t know 
anything about that and that is why you came to him with the 
lump-sum contract for all of these tasks, of $20 million over five 
years, it is because nobody told you? 

Mr. Allison. That is correct. 

Chairman Miller. So Mr. Bertsch, supposedly the head of SREL, 
can’t possibly have not had failed to know that that agreement was 
in effect, but you were head of the facility. You were head of the 
$1.2 billion operation and you didn’t know, is that right? 

Mr. Allison. That is correct, but Mr. Bertsch, or Dr. Bertsch, ex- 
cuse me, was involved in some meetings and discussions at DOE 
Headquarters that I was not involved in. Specifically, he was in- 
volved in a meeting that he mentioned, with Jill Sigal in May of 
2005. And as Mr. Anderson has stated, and I have no reason to 
doubt Mr. Anderson, he did talk to him about the agreement. And 
so I believe that there were some things that were said to Dr. 
Bertsch that gave him some knowledge that I didn’t have. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. But that is because you have decided 
that you will credit what Mr. Anderson says, where his testimony 
conflicts with Dr. Bertsch’s. But their testimony is in direct conflict 
and you choose to believe Mr. Anderson and not Dr. Bertsch, is 
that correct? 

Mr. Allison. Well, there is the other data point that I look at 
is the article in the University of Georgia 

Chairman Miller. Yes, the newsletter. 

Mr. Allison. Yes. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. But you were head of the SRS, the Sa- 
vannah River Site. Nobody told you. And was there anything in Dr. 
Bertsch’s conduct with you that suggested that he was playing you? 
Since you didn’t know what he knew that he was playing you? 

Mr. Allison. The only thing that I will mention is that, shortly 
after I found out about the agreement, I called Dr. Bertsch and I 
said to him, just pretty bluntly, “Paul, what do you know about an 
agreement for $1 million in fiscal year 2007?” And Dr. Bertsch’s 
comment to me was, “Well, I thought that was just from head- 
quarters and I could negotiate a separate agreement with you.” So 
from my standpoint, it is one pot of money. In fact, fiscal year 2006 
funding didn’t come from headquarters, it came out of the site’s 
budget and we had to allocate that out of existing funds. 

Chairman Miller. Dr. Allison, in our previous hearing on this, 
and I understand that you weren’t here, but at the previous hear- 
ing we had a set of scientists who appeared to be the real deal and 
they talked about the value of SREL and one of the things that 
they described that SREL had done was to detect mutations in am- 
phibians, which they thought was important, an important meas- 
ure of the effect of radiation. Is that something that strikes you as 
important? 

Mr. Allison. Well, I believe that the work that the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory does is important. In fact, that is why we 
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at the Department executed a new cooperative agreement with 
them. There is some value in the work that they do. 

Chairman Miller. It is nice to use a phrase that was used in 
the interviews with our staff. 

Mr. Allison. And also it supports the mission priorities of the 
site and our cleanup mission. 

Mission Critical Work 

Chairman Miller. I mean, how important is that? 

Mr. Allison. Well, for this year we identified $800,000 in tasks 
that directly supported mission critical work. 

Chairman Miller. I am trying to get mission critical. Is that a 
budgeting term, a management term that you have heard before 
that has a clearly defined, clearly understood meaning? 

Mr. Allison. Yes, those are things that support the site prior- 
ities for cleanup. 

Chairman Miller. Can you refer me to any authority, a text- 
book, something that tells me where the term mission critical 
comes from? 

Mr. Allison. I don’t know that I can refer you to a textbook. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Well, again, in my questions to Ms. 
Patterson I gave the example of, you know, tadpoles with two 
heads. I was only half joking. Really, only half joking. One of the 
tasks that were identified was define more clearly the risk from 
low dose rate chronic exposures to radiation and the specific task 
is conduct studies using site amphibian species, tadpoles, as mono- 
organisms that determine radio sensitivity during egg develop- 
ment, larval development, metaphorphic period tadpoles will con- 
tinue as part of an effort to establish data for potential radiation 
protection guidelines for natural populations. Can you describe for 
me how the decision was made that that is nice to have but not 
mission critical? 

Mr. Allison. I would say that, certainly from an overall stand- 
point, that sounds like a good thing. But from the standpoint of the 
Environmental Management Program and the cleanup mission, 
that wasn’t something that we believed was supportive of our 
cleanup goals and cleanup mission. 

Chairman Miller. Ms. Collazo, could you tell us why that is 
something that is nice to have but not critical? 

Ms. Collazo. Well, the decision about what was mission critical 
or not, or ties directly to our projects, or fit the priorities at hand 
with the projects that are critical, was made by the federal project 
directors based on the definition that we just discussed, in terms 
of mission critical. So it was determined by the federal project di- 
rectors that there were other things on the list that actually met 
that and perhaps if that one wasn’t one of the ones that was identi- 
fied, then it wasn’t determined to be so. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Well, you were involved in those deci- 
sions, weren’t you? 

Ms. Collazo. I was involved in the final decision, yes, of the 
ones that were proposed for my area, yes. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Gilbertson, you were involved in those 
decisions, right? 
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Mr. Gilbertson. Yes. You have a good example and I think that 
is important for the country. The Department of Energy and the 
Office of Science has a low dose research program and they fund 
work tied to that area. They have a scientific plan, a research plan, 
an agenda that they have laid out and they competitively, on an 
annual basis, solicit proposals from universities and outside enti- 
ties to support that kind of work. And that was the kind of things 
that we were encouraging the ecology lab to contribute their pro- 
posals to. 

Chairman Miller. I am sorry. This task that had previously 
been done SREL, this was continuing research that had begun in 
previous years, a longitudinal study. You are now testifying that 
that is something that is available for competitive funding from 
other sources. 

Mr. Gilbertson. The science work that they do on low dose ac- 
tivities, they can competitively submit proposals for support of that 
work. 

Chairman Miller. Who? 

Mr. Gilbertson. The Office of Science. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Is there a current request for proposals 
for that topic? 

Mr. Gilbertson. On an annual basis they put out a request for 
proposals in the low dose arena. 

Chairman Miller. Do you know who is doing this work now? 

Mr. Gilbertson. No. 

Chairman Miller. Are you sure anyone is doing this work now? 

Mr. Gilbertson. I am not sure. 

Amphibian Mutations 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And a long-term study of mutations of 
amphibians, the disruption of that, the discontinuation of that is 
not critical at a site that has a high level of radioactive materials? 

Mr. Gilbertson. For the EM Program, we looked at it and it 
was not determined to be critical. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And with whom did you consult in 
making that decision? 

Mr. Gilbertson. The project directors on site made that deci- 
sion. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Was Mr. Allison involved? 

Mr. Gilbertson. There are federal project directors that are re- 
sponsible to implement the work in our projects. 

Chairman Miller. And who was it who said don’t worry about 
the tadpoles? We don’t really need to follow how the tadpoles are 
doing. 

Mr. Gilbertson. Collectively, the group of federal project direc- 
tors reviewed each one of the tasks that were there and if they de- 
cided, for example, that the people that were responsible for nu- 
clear materials decided that it was not critical to their program, to 
their projects, they made that decision. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And again, to get back to it again and 
again, but are there documents that reflect how that decision was 
made, who was involved or what the reasoning was? 

Mr. Gilbertson. We have provided the Committee with a matrix 
that documents the results of the federal project directors’ reviews. 
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Chairman Miller. That is this, isn’t it? 

Mr. Gilbertson. Yes, it is. 

Chairman Miller. So any explanation appears here? 

Mr. Gilbertson. Correct. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And I think I read the entire expla- 
nation of the project and it says DOE critical need, none. Is that 
the analysis, none? 

Mr. Gilbertson. That is the summary of the analysis. 

Chairman Miller. Well, it seems to he not just a summary, it 
appears to be the entire analysis. Is there somewhere else that a 
more elaborate analysis appears? 

Mr. Gilbertson. I am not aware of any place that there is a 
more elaborate written analysis, no. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. This was a couple of guys in an office 
talking? 

Mr. Gilbertson. It is the federal project directors that are re- 
sponsible for the activities of that work, correct. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. At a site where there had earlier been 
detected mutations of amphibians as a result of radiation, as a re- 
sult of environmental exposures, you determined that there need 
not be a continued study, the long-term study need not be contin- 
ued, of how low level radiation was affecting amphibians, and there 
is no writing to reflect how that decision was made, except none? 

Mr. Gilbertson. This is the documentation that we have for 
whether or not the work that is being performed supports the 
project activities that were funded for by Congress. 

Chairman Miller. I am now spectacularly over my time. Mr. 
Hall. 


More on Mr. Anderson’s Background 

Mr. Hall. Thank you, sir. First let me ask for a little fairness 
from the Chair on his questions of Mr. Allison, as to when he 
knew. Actually, Mr. Allison, this agreement was made, I think, in 
2005 the agreement was made and it was made by the congres- 
sional delegation and by the Department of Energy up here in 
Washington and you were hundreds of miles away from there, 
down in the Savannah River Site, were you not? 

Mr. Allison. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. That is where you were? 

Mr. Allison. Yes. 

Mr. Hall. And you hear certain things and you know certain 
things, but a little bitty independent called SREL, and not even 
run by DOE, is in the circle of your responsibility down there, 
among several others, right? 

Mr. Allison. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. And with the many facilities in there. And Dr. Bertsch 
certainly didn’t tell you, did he? 

Mr. Allison. No, he didn’t. 

Mr. Hall. But we have evidence here that he knew it and that 
he told other people. We know that and we are going to enlarge 
that a little more with Mr. Anderson in a minute. Anyway, I just 
wanted to know the difference in where you were and where they 
were and that you are not a part of that and you are not a part 
of the day-to-day operation like Dr. Bertsch was and it is just hard 
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to even guess, with my wildest dream, that he could have been 
running that operation, running director of the lab and didn’t know 
the duration. He thought it was two years, if everything is busi- 
ness, going just like it was. He said it was going bad and said it 
was going down and said it without the influx of $4 million and a 
million the next year, that it would be closed now. Those were day- 
to-day activities. You weren’t involved in that. You had a right not 
to know it and I admire you for coming here to testify. 

Nature of the Agreement 

Now let me ask Mr. Anderson something. What was the nature 
of the agreement between DOE Headquarters, UGA and the con- 
gressional delegations back in May or June of 2005? And do you 
believe that everyone at DOE involved with SREL funding was 
aware of the agreement? Talk to me a little on that. 

Mr. Anderson. The nature of it was to provide funding for a 
transition period so they could change to a different business model 
for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, with the Environ- 
mental Management Program providing, in 2006, $3 million of 
funding. The numbers are written down. But in essence, right at 
$4.5 million of funding total between the Office of Science, the 
NNSA, and the Environmental Management Program. My belief as 
far as the people that were actually in the discussions knew the 
agreement. It was not communicated as well as it should have been 
on my part. I mean, it is clearly, you know, one of those things in 
hindsight. I should have had more discussion with Mr. Allison 
there, you know, related to very specific details about that. But the 
ones that were involved, you know, directly in that did understand 
what the agreement was. 

Mr. Hall. And Dr. Bertsch was certainly involved directly in it, 
was he not? 

Mr. Anderson. He was involved early. Due to another personal 
reason, I was not at the meeting on May 11, where I know that 
there was a lot of discussion around what the problem was and as 
far as also trying to develop potential solutions to it. 

More on Ms. Sigal 

Mr. Hall. And did you and Jill Sigal come to the aid of SREL 
and kind of take it under your arms that something that you want- 
ed to breathe life back in and give them a second chance? 

Mr. Anderson. We did. 

Mr. Hall. And were you successful? 

Mr. Anderson. As I am sitting here today, that might still be 
judged, you know, at a later time. I would like to see SREL within 
that different business model, where we do have work that is part 
of the Environmental Management Program that needs to be done 
and as can be told by Mr. Allison there and the award of a certain 
money then for doing those tasks that are related to the environ- 
mental management projects, which are, I will note, you know, run 
and controlled by sets of regulations and requirements and State 
oversight and regulatory agencies and federal regulatory agencies. 
And so that work needs to be supportive within the requirements 
for us to execute our environmental management cleanup mission. 



210 


SREL Becoming Self-funded 

Mr. Hall. And during the negotiations over the agreement, were 
you told that SREL could ultimately become self-funding? 

Mr. Anderson. I don’t recall that those were the exact words, 
but that was the impression and it was a part of the agreement 
with the University of Georgia. 

Mr. Hall. And did you have any idea about what date they were 
saying or thinking they could become self-funding? 

Mr. Anderson. The agreement had it over a two-year time pe- 
riod. 

Mr. Hall. Do you believe SREL has actively looked for additional 
resources outside DOE that would enable the lab to be self-sus- 
taining? 

Mr. Anderson. I do not believe they have aggressively pursued 
those outside resources. 

Mr. Hall. Made one run at it and struck out, didn’t they? Wasn’t 
that their testimony earlier? 

Mr. Anderson. I don’t recall if they just made one run. 

Mr. Hall. Then did Jeff Allison have the authority to commit ad- 
ditional funds outside of the agreement between DOE, UGA, and 
the Congressional delegations? 

Mr. Anderson. Mr. Allison does have authority to make certain 
obligations of money within limitations, but he also has a responsi- 
bility and a charge to execute a program that meets his require- 
ments, and in tight budget constraints, if he puts a dollar toward 
an SREL function like this that is not directly related to the clean- 
up, it will take money away from delivering on his other cleanup 
commitments. 

Mr. Hall. My last question is, were you ever aware of any efforts 
on the part of Jill Sigal, or anyone else in DOE’s Office of Congres- 
sional Intergovernmental Affairs, to cut funding from SREL? 

Mr. Anderson. No, sir. 

Mr. Hall. I think that is all I have. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Lampson for five minutes. 

General Background From Mr. Gilbertson 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you. Chairman Miller. Mr. Gilbert- 
son, you indicated to Committee staff that headquarters had come 
to not fully trust the site people regarding SREL. There was a feel- 
ing that the site staff were too close to the lab and would make 
sure that it was funded at the $4 million regardless of need, is that 
right? 

Mr. Gilbertson. I have the responsibility for an oversight func- 
tion. I do not believe I said that I did not trust the staff. 

Chairman Lampson. Did it ever strike you that perhaps they 
wanted to fund the lab at $4 million because they had that much 
work for the lab and because the lab was valuable to the site and 
they knew that without sufficient funding, the lab would go away? 

Mr. Gilbertson. The site project directors were the ones that de- 
cided what projects need to be funded. So the issue, there was no 
set levels ever for funding for them. 

Chairman Lampson. Was it decided that your guidance would be 
the standard? 
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Mr. Gilbertson. My guidance to them was that it needed to sup- 
port the project needs and I think that is constant for all of our 
EM work. 

Chairman Lampson. You are charged by Mr. Anderson with 
overseeing the implementation of the cooperative agreement by the 
site staff, is that right? 

Mr. Gilbertson. Overseeing, yes. 

Chairman Lampson. Did he tell you to run a peer review? 

Mr. Gilbertson. The process for overseeing it is something that 
I establish myself. He didn’t direct me as to how to do it. 

Chairman Lampson. And he didn’t tell you what standard? 

Mr. Gilbertson. Right. He didn’t tell me what standard to use. 

Chairman Lampson. Did you ever discuss with him the approach 
you were going to take of directing site staff to apply the standard 
in only those things that were deemed mission critical needs in fis- 
cal year 2007 deserved funding? 

Mr. Gilbertson. No, I didn’t discuss that with him. 

Chairman Lampson. You developed mission critical needs in fis- 
cal year 2007 all on your own. When did you develop that idea? 

Mr. Gilbertson. In concert in discussions with site people. I 
don’t know that we used the words “mission critical” specifically. 
It came to be known as that. But the issue is, is it needed to be 
tied to projects and deliverables for the site. So that was the crux 
of it. 

Chairman Lampson. And you directed the site staff on what that 
meant, on your own, without guidance from any superior? 

Mr. Gilbertson. Correct. 

Chairman Lampson. You had expressed the opinion, as early as 
September 2006, that there should not be two labs on the site, that 
there should be only one and that is the Savannah River National 
Lab, is that true? 

Mr. Gilbertson. I am not aware of any comments to that, in 
that direction. 

Chairman Lampson. We have an e-mail that indicates that and 
I will enter it into the record and I would ask 

Chairman Miller. Without objection it will be entered into the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Lampson. You also expressed the belief that SREL 
should not get more than $1.5 million in support last September. 

Mr. Gilbertson. That particular e-mail, if you read the details 
of it, was an exercise asking what if It was not directing that they 
only get $1.5 million. 

Chairman Lampson. You are aware of Mr. Sell’s guidance that 
the suite of needs that Mr. Allison had described to Mr. Sell was 
okay for EM to fund, weren’t you? 

Mr. Gilbertson. The suite of activities that we put in the coop- 
erative agreement were ones that were the areas that the SREL 
were world-class experts in and it was put in there to give them 
a vehicle so others could use their services to support their re- 
search. 


More on Mr. Anderson 

Chairman Lampson. And Mr. Anderson, can you explain why you 
neglected to tell Jeff Allison of the Secretary’s guidance on SREL 
when you tasked him with negotiating a new cooperative agree- 
ment? 

Mr. Anderson. It is an oversight on my part. 

Chairman Lampson. That is something so important it would 
seem that it should have been in writing, as being done. Can you 
explain why you didn’t give Mr. Gilbertson guidance on how you 
expected him to carry out oversight of the SREL cooperative agree- 
ment? 

Mr. Anderson. Your previous question was related to the direc- 
tion to Mr. Allison and this is — did you intend for that to shift the 
direction to Mr. Gilbertson? 

Chairman Lampson. What direct guidance did you give Mr. Gil- 
bertson in overseeing? 



213 


Mr. Anderson. The guidance I gave to Mr. Gilbertson would be 
to make sure it was part of the Environmental Management Pro- 
gram, that it met our needs and that we could defend that it did 
support the objectives we had in our projects. I did not give him 
specific direction in that. He is in a position and has the authority, 
the experience and has been recognized in the past for knowledge 
on science as it relates to achieving results. 

Chairman Lampson. You knew that Mr. Gilbertson believed that 
SREL should go away and that there should only be one lab at the 
site, SRNL, and you received an e-mail from him on this matter in 
September. Why would you put someone in this role without direc- 
tion, knowing that he wanted to see SREL go away, unless you 
were happy with him pursuing that goal? 

Mr. Anderson. I assume that you are referring to the e-mail 
that was just handed to me? 

Chairman Lampson. Yes. 

Mr. Anderson. If I may have just a moment. 

Chairman Lampson. Sure. 

Mr. Anderson. I am sorry. Would you rephrase the question? 

Chairman Lampson. Why would you put someone in this role 
without direction, knowing that he wanted to see SREL go away, 
unless you were happy with him pursuing that goal? 

Mr. Anderson. At this point, I mean, this was in the September 
2006 timeframe, I didn’t key in on the issue about one lab there. 
I do know that we have had a lot of discussions about how we sup- 
port the infrastructure and whether there is duplication of efforts 
by having a separate lab, from an infrastructure standpoint, not 
the work, not the people who are doing the work, but from infra- 
structure itself That wouldn’t preclude the University of Georgia, 
the University of South Carolina, the University of Wisconsin, or 
any other entity that has expertise in this area, from doing work, 
you know, under a more singular laboratory infrastructure. But I 
neither gave any direction to that or stated that we wouldn’t go 
there at this point. The Savannah River Ecology Lab is a lab that 
is operated by the University of Georgia. 

Future Projects in the Community 

Chairman Lampson. Do any of you believe that more money will 
be spent in the future — these activities than was being spent in the 
past? 

Mr. Anderson. Could be or would be would probably be- 

Chairman Lampson. What is likely? 

Mr. Anderson. At this point I am not real sure. The laboratory 
still has not indicated a difference in the approach to the research 
that they would like to do for Savannah River. Other than what 
we have seen here and the amount of money that has been given 
for the task so far, it doesn’t appear that there is a development 
of new research that lines up then with the environmental manage- 
ment jobs or environmental management projects that have to be 
done. If that stays the same, then I do not see that it would in- 
crease. 

Chairman Lampson. Does anybody else want to make a com- 
ment? Is that good or bad for the community? Anyone. 
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Mr. Anderson. I think a lot of that would depend on what is in 
its place as far as supporting these projects at the Savannah River 
Site. 

Chairman Lampson. When will we know what will be in its 
place? 

Mr. Anderson. Again, I would go back and say that at the Sa- 
vannah River Ecology Lab right now, we have met our commit- 
ments. We have tasked certain work to be done by the Savannah 
River Ecology Lab. They had said they were going to close. They 
have not. We still expect to have those tasks delivered. If they end 
up closing, we have got to look at the options for getting those 
tasks done to support Mr. Allison’s projects. 

Mr. Gilbertson. Dr. Lee, in an e-mail yesterday that he sent 
me, has indicated that he expects to have a transition plan on 
where they are going. They intend to go from the University of 
Georgia’s perspective by the end of August, but we don’t know 
where they are going. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you for your indulgence, Mr. Chair- 
man. 


Decision to Eliminate SREL’s Budget 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. I don’t have many more ques- 
tions, but I do have a just a couple. Mr. Allison, I want to make 
it clear. When I have characterized some of the ways that you have 
been described in testimony by the Department of Energy per- 
sonnel, I had been offended for you. I had thought that the deci- 
sions that you have made, your decisions about what was impor- 
tant for the Savannah River Site, the work that SREL did, has 
done in the past, the environmental work determining risk, envi- 
ronmental risk, determining the best way to deal with remediation 
and restoration, and in the last hearing on this topic we heard from 
prominent scientists that the work done at that lab has saved 
many millions of dollars by choosing the best and cheapest remedi- 
ation and restoration. I think the decision to keep the lab in place 
and continue to do this work was a prudent decision and I have 
been offended for you, if you can’t express yourself, for the way 
that you have been characterized by some of the Department of En- 
ergy’s testimony, for the decisions that you have made and the way 
that you have proceeded. 

There have been several references to a decision two years ago 
in the President’s budget to eliminate all funding, zero out, to use 
the jargon, all funding for the Savannah River Environmental Lab, 
SREL. And that has been treated as a decision that was a correct 
decision and that this has all been a reprieve. The Savannah River 
Ecology Lab has been living on borrowed time since then and 
should have known it and should be happy for the two-year re- 
prieve that it has gotten. There has been remarkably little discus- 
sion of how that decision was made in the first place. It was appar- 
ently made by 0MB. It is not clear who was involved in that deci- 
sion or why it was made. Mr. Allison, do you have any idea why 
the decision made in 2005 not to include any funding for SREL in 
the President’s budget, how that was made and by whom it was 
made? 
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Mr. Allison. Well, no, I don’t. I learned about that decision 
when the President’s budget came out the first Monday in Feb- 
ruary. 

Chairman Miller. And you were consulted in no way? 

Mr. Allison. No, I wasn’t. 

Chairman Miller. Do you agree with that decision? 

Mr. Allison. Well 

Chairman Miller. Let me spare you that. 

Mr. Allison. What I would suggest, I know at the beginning of 
this session you talked about having Dr. Orbach testify. I think he 
would be in the best position to answer that question. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Mr. Anderson, do you know why that 
decision was made? 

Mr. Anderson. Other than a balance on the priorities within the 
Department, no, I do not. I also learned of that decision when the 
budget was actually rolled out in February. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Mr. Anderson, we heard testimony a 
couple weeks ago that the work at SREL, and remediation and res- 
toration, in deciding that rather than being cleaned up and re- 
moved from the site, oh, something on site, that SREL’s research 
showed that it could be left in place and would — oh, I am searching 
for the scientific words — would be, over time, absorbed. 

Mr. Anderson. Attenuation. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. And with that decision, that research 
led to saving, as I recall, close to or perhaps more than a billion 
dollars, is that correct? 

Mr. Anderson. I have not looked at the cost estimate on that. 
It sounds reasonable that they did some work that did support a 
project or a project decision earlier. And again, I repeat, we have 
worked it. We have identified work, so far, that needs to be done 
for projects in the future. We are also open if somebody has work 
that they want to propose for our ongoing projects, it would make 
them better to tie them to those projects and there is no limit, you 
know, as far as that is concerned, other than the fact that it has 
to be related to the projects, the charge that we have to clean up 
a legacy from the Cold War. 

Chairman Miller. How often does a lab have to save the Federal 
Government a billion dollars to justify a $4 million a year budget 
appropriation? It seems like doing it once would get you a long 
time, a lot of years of funding. 

Mr. Anderson. From the charge we have for the stewardship of 
our money, you know, the funding there is for the work that has 
to be done, not work that has been done in the past. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall. 

Mr. Hall. I will be very brief. The questions he has asked you 
about zeroing out, you all are all loyal members of the Department 
of Energy, employees over there. That is kind of above your pay 
grade, isn’t it? When they zero out one like that, isn’t that above 
you? Maybe Mr. Sell and maybe the Secretary himself makes that 
decision. Isn’t that the first time you knew about it, after the Sec- 
retary had made it? 

Mr. Anderson. Well, the decision was actually made in a dif- 
ferent program and I mean, that is where, you know, we would fall 
out, where we would not a part of that decision. 
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Mr. Hall. And when you found out about it, you and Jill Sigal 
tried to do something about it. Let me just go over it. I am closing 
now. We have this entity that has operated successfully for a num- 
ber of years and after studying them, they were zeroed out and 
they started with zero. And then you two intervened. You put 
something in there. You put $4 million in there for the first year, 
a million-plus in there for the second year, and they were happy 
with it. DOE, the SREL, the UGA and the Georgia and South 
Carolina delegations agreed to them and they said it was their 
hope that additional time would give the lab the opportunity to 
seek enough outside funding, which they didn’t do, and that is 
where we are right now. And isn’t that the long and the short of 
what we have done here? 

And after hearing all of the testimony that you have heard here 
today, is there any question in your mind about what Dr. Bertsch 
did know about this and did know when it was done, and did know 
or should have known the effect of it? And anybody that is a direc- 
tor of a lab, overseeing all of that, has that responsibility, has had 
it for many, many years, knew or ought to know the duration of 
an agreement. What is more important than how long is it for, 
than for somebody to know that it was for two years? I can’t believe 
that he could come here and sit down and testify that he didn’t 
know that. If he didn’t know it, it is because he hadn’t read his 
own agreement. He was part of making that agreement hundreds 
of miles up above away from SREL was and he is bound with it 
and he has got to live with it. I yield back my time. 

Chairman Miller. I think that is enough rounds of questioning. 
Well, we will now stand in recess. 

Chairman Lampson. Mr. Chairman, before you do, can I just ask 
one what I think is hopefully a simple question? 

Chairman Miller. To whom do you wish to ask the question? To 
whom do you wish to ask? 

Chairman Lampson. The whole panel. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Well, in that case I will waive my 
next round questioning. I will yield to Mr. Lampson my time. 

Raising Money for SREL 

Chairman Lampson. I am going to yield a lot of it back. I was 
just curious to know what your thoughts are on the panel. You said 
that everything needs to be tasked and you are also sending the 
lab our to raise the money necessary to be able to go on its own. 
Yet, most of the employees are gone, at a point. Do they have the 
ability to seek the funding necessary to continue to do their job? 

Mr. Anderson. Actually, that was part of the agreement. The es- 
tablishment of the cooperative agreement was to set up the frame- 
work so they could do that and that was the reason for the broad 
tasks that were laid out in that framework. 

Chairman Lampson. Did they just ignore that? 

Mr. Anderson. I can’t speak for them. 

Chairman Lampson. But they didn’t do it? 

Mr. Anderson. They have not achieved enough to the point 
where we are not here today still looking for direct funding. 
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Chairman Lampson. I think I share some perplextion through all 
of this, Mr. Chairman, but I will yield back my time. I don’t know 
what else to ask at this point. 

Chairman Miller. Now you are yielding back my time. Now you 
are entitled to your own five minutes. Do you wish to yield it back? 

Chairman Lampson. I pass. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Hall. I think Mr. Sensenbrenner actually 
needs to be here to yield it to you. All right. We will be in recess 
until 5:30 when we will hear from Dr. Orbach, which will be very 
interesting to all of us, since all the documents and all the inter- 
views have suggested that he was not particularly involved in any 
of the decisions that we have been interested in. The panel is dis- 
missed and we will reconvene at 5:30 for the testimony of Dr. 
Orbach. 

[Recess] 

Chairman Lampson. The meeting is called back into order and 
at this time I would like to introduce our witness. Dr. Raymond 
Orbach, Under Secretary for Science at the U.S. Department of En- 
ergy. And as our witness, I am sure, knows, spoken testimony is 
limited to five minutes. It is also the practice of the Subcommittee 
to take testimony under oath. Do you have any objections to being 
sworn in? 

Mr. Orbach. No, sir. 

Chairman Lampson. And you also have the right to be rep- 
resented by Counsel. Are you represented by Counsel at today’s 
hearing? 

Mr. Orbach. No, I am not. 

Chairman Lampson. Please stand and raise your right hand. 

[Witness sworn] 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, sir, and you may begin with 
your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF DR. RAYMOND L. ORBACH, UNDER 

SECRETARY FOR SCIENCE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Dr. Orbach. Well, in the interest of time, let me just say that, 
first of all. Chairman Lampson and Members of the Committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak with you today. With the fiscal 
year 2003 budget, funding and responsibility for the Savannah 
River Environmental Laboratory was transferred from the Office of 
Environmental Management to the Office of Science, our Environ- 
mental Remediation Sciences Division. The Office of Science sup- 
ports fundamental basic research. All of the research that we fund, 
laboratories and universities, including facilities construction and 
operations, is awarded through a peer review, merit-based process. 
The Office of Science Environmental Remediation Sciences’ basic 
research program seeks to provide better understanding and con- 
trol the mobility of subsurface contaminant plumes across the DOE 
complex. 

From fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2005, the Environmental Re- 
mediation Sciences Division worked closely with the Savannah 
River Environmental Laboratory in an effort to reorient the labora- 
tory’s research programs and to develop a peer reviewed program 
of research that was aligned with that mission. The 2006 budget 
request for the Office of Science required difficult budget decisions 
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across all of our programs. We had to decide to end legacy funding 
for SREL. However, we have then and continue to encourage them 
to submit proposals to the Environmental Remediation Sciences 
Program that address the Program’s priority research objectives. 
We would be pleased to have SREL a part of our program. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, and I am happy to answer any questions you 
or Members of the Committee may have. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Orbach follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Raymond L. Orbach 

Thank you, Chairman Miller and Chairman Lampson and Members of the Com- 
mittees, for the opportunity to speak to you today about the Department of Energy’s 
(DOE) Office of Science’s association with and support for the Savannah River Ecol- 
ogy Laboratory (SREL). As you well know, the Office of Science supports funda- 
mental basic research that underpins the Department’s complex mission areas of en- 
ergy, environment, and national security. All of the research the Office of Science 
funds at the laboratories and universities, including facilities construction and oper- 
ations, are awarded through a peer reviewed merit-based process. This rigorous 
process is essential to maintaining the quality of our research programs. 

SREL has historically received the majority of its funding from DOE, including 
the Office Science and its predecessors, the Office of Environmental Management, 
and the Savannah River Operations office. In Fiscal Years (FY) 2001 through 2005 
the Department provided $7 to $8 million per year to SREL. The Department’s Of- 
fice of Environmental Management provided this funding through FY 2002. During 
the same period, SREL received additional funding from the University of Georgia 
and some external grants, the latter together totaling between $1.5 million and $3.5 
million per year. This gave SREL a total budget of roughly $10 million per year dur- 
ing this period. It is important to note that the DOE funding provided nearly all 
of the infrastructure and administrative support for SREL, even though SREL was 
operated and managed by the University of Georgia. 

With the FY 2003 budget, funding and responsibility for SREL was transferred 
from the Office of Environmental Management to the Office of Science and placed 
in the Office of Biological and Environmental Research, Environmental Remediation 
Sciences Division. This decision was part of an effort by the Department and the 
Administration to focus the DOE Office of Environmental Management program on 
clean-up and to centralize basic research efforts in the Office of Science. The Office 
of Science’s Environmental Remediation Sciences Division funds peer-reviewed sci- 
entific research focused on a major DOE mission challenge: understanding and con- 
trolling the mobility of subsurface contaminant plumes across the DOE complex. 
The behavior of these plumes, whose underground mobility poses a serious and long- 
term environmental challenge, is not adequately understood. The Environmental 
Remediation Sciences basic research program seeks to provide better understanding 
and control of subsurface contaminant plumes, a critical environmental problem. 
SREL’s research program is focused on terrestrial ecology and radioecology as it per- 
tains to the Savannah River Site and thus was not well aligned with the Environ- 
mental Remediation Sciences program’s priority focus on subsurface contaminant 
mobility and plumes. 

Prior to FY 2003, DOE funding for SREL was not determined on the basis of com- 
petitive peer-review. From FY 2003 through FY 2005, the Environmental Remedi- 
ation Sciences Division worked closely with SREL in an effort to reorient the labora- 
tory’s research programs and to develop a peer reviewed program of research that 
was aligned with the Environmental Remediation Sciences mission-based program. 
This effort included a programmatic alignment review conducted by an external 
panel in the fall of 2003, a research project review of SREL’s individual research 
programs conducted by Office of Science program managers in the summer of 2004, 
and a review by a Biological and Environmental Research Advisory Committee, 
Committee of Visitors in the fall of 2004. The reviews addressed how best to align 
the SREL’s efforts with the Office of Science mission and provided recommendations 
to that end. The reviews were not asked to address whether SREL should or should 
not be funded, and results of the reviews were provided to SREL. During this time, 
FY 2003 through FY 2005, the Office of Science provided approximately $8 million 
per year to SREL. 

The FY 2006 Budget Request for the Office of Science required some difficult 
budget decisions across all of our programs, including a reduction of approximately 
$10 million in the Environmental Remediation Sciences Division. The Environ- 
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mental Remediation Sciences Division evaluated its research portfolio on the basis 
of DOE mission and scientific priorities in light of the reduction and decided to 
maintain the portfolio of scientifically peer-reviewed research focused on subsurface 
contaminants and plumes and to terminate support for research in surficial science, 
including terrestrial ecology and radioecology. While SREL had some expertise in 
the areas of subsurface contaminant processes, the bulk of its expertise was in the 
research areas that were terminated. The decision to focus the Environmental Re- 
mediation Sciences research portfolio more directly on DOE mission needs ended 
legacy funding for SREL. However, we encouraged SREL to submit proposals to the 
Environmental Remediation Sciences program that addressed the Program’s priority 
research objectives. 

In FY 2006, the Office of Science provided $1.0 million in cooperation with the 
Office of Environmental Management, which provided $3 million, and the National 
Nuclear Security Administration, which provided $300,000, in support of a transi- 
tion of SREL’s funding. The Office of Science has provided no additional funds since 
then. Budget language in FY 2006 encouraged SREL to compete for research fund- 
ing within the Office of Biological and Environmental Research’s overall research 
program. During fiscal years 2006 and 2007, SREL has submitted one proposal to 
the Environmental Remediation Sciences Division. That proposal, submitted in 
2006, fared poorly in peer review and was not funded. 

In summary, let me stress the respect that the Office of Science holds for the long 
history and important contributions, including education and community outreach, 
provided by the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. We made the decision to termi- 
nate funding for surficial science, including radioecology and surficial fate and 
transport, only after carefully considering and weighing the fundamental science 
needs of the DOE complex and the potential benefits of continued support in these 
areas. It was our decision that the science associated with subsurface contaminant 
migration was the clear priority for DOE’s long-term environmental remediation 
and legacy management needs. We continue to support that decision. We also con- 
tinue to encourage SREL, as we have in recent years, to direct its research interests 
towards the Office of Science’s mission-driven priority research areas and would be 
pleased to have SREL make additional efforts to compete for funding in this area. 

Thank you again. Chairman Miller and Chairman Lampson, and I am happy to 
answer any questions you or Members of the Committee may have. 


Discussion 

Background on the Involvement of the Office of 

Science 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Dr. Orbach. At this time I will 
deal myself the first five minutes and I just have a few questions 
here. Did the Office of Science play any role in evaluating the pro- 
posed tasks that SREL developed with the Savannah River Site? 
Did it play any role in evaluating the proposed tasks that Savan- 
nah River developed with 

Dr. Orbach. To my knowledge, no, that was done separately. 
The site services that the laboratory provides were outside of the 
interests of the Office of Science. 

Chairman Lampson. In 2006 and 2007? 

Dr. Orbach. In 2006 and 2007. 

Chairman Lampson. Did the Office of Science help Environ- 
mental Management at headquarters run a peer review, a tech- 
nical review, a merit review or any other flavor of review? 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, from time to time we worked closely with the 
applied programs in the Office of Science, to assist them not only 
in the peer review process, but also in collaborative workshops and 
other joint relationships. 

Chairman Lampson. And we are specifically talking about the 
SREL tasks that were evaluated in 2006 and 2007, specifically? 
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Dr. Orbach. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know and I am afraid I will 
have to answer for the record on that. 

[The information follows:] 

INSERT FOR THE RECORD 

In December, 2006, the Office of Environmental Management contacted the Office of Science’s 
Biological and Environmental Research program, indicating that they planned to review work 
proposed to be done by SREL. The Office of Environmental Management requested materials 
relating to past Biological and Environmental Research reviews of SREL and for 
recommendations of reviewers to assist Environmental Management in their review of SREL. 

The Biological and Environmental Research program provided information on past reviews of 
SREL (the charge letter, review report, and panelists) and offered to provide assistance in 
identifying reviewers for Environmental Management. Following tliis exchange of information, 
there was no further interaction between the Offices of Science and Environmental Management 
regarding Entdronmental Management’s review of SREL. 


Chairman Lampson. All right. Did the Office of Science have any 
role in negotiating the new cooperative agreement with SREL? 

Dr. Orbach. To my knowledge, we did not. 

Chairman Lampson. Were you involved in the meeting with the 
Secretary on May 20, 2005, to get his approval for a deal on SREL? 

Dr. Orbach. I had spoken with the Secretary. I can’t remember 
if I was involved in that specific meeting, hut we have discussed 
the Savannah River Environmental Laboratory and also the Savan- 
nah River Site. 

Chairman Lampson. Were you present at the May 11, 2005 
meeting where Dr. Bertsch was asked to provide a business plan? 

Dr. Orbach. I do not remember my being present there. 

Chairman Lampson. Do you only fund research programs for 
their ability to provide short-term deliverables in the current fiscal 
year that are critical to your mission? 

Dr. Orbach. I would say just the reverse. We tend to fund pro- 
grams that are longer term because we deal with the basic 
sciences. 

Chairman Lampson. And do you see a clear line between basic 
research and furthering the broad mission needs of the Department 
in advanced or applied technology work? 

Dr. Orbach. The distinction is not so clear. Because we are a 
mission-oriented agency, the research that we perform or support 
that is basic research is driven sometimes by intellectual curiosity 
and sometimes by what we call use-driven basic research, that is, 
there is a reason for the basic research and a focus. When you look 
at the applied programs, they also will be doing some research 
which some people would call basic. So there is a fuzzy line be- 
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tween basic and applied and we tend not to want to make a sharp 
distinction. 


Confidence in SREL 

Chairman Lampson. Dr. Orbach, did someone just lose con- 
fidence in SREL at some point? Did something happen at SRS or 
at the lab itself that caused someone to get the attention of this 
little place and decide that it was not appropriate to be continued 
as it has been? 

Dr. Orbach. I don’t think so. This laboratory is well known. It 
is a very successful laboratory. It has a 50-year history of major 
scientific discovery. We all know about the laboratory and frankly, 
we were very proud to be part of the laboratory support structure. 
The budget exigencies of the fiscal year 2006 budget were so dif- 
ficult for us that we had to prioritize our funding and it was at that 
point that we made the decision to cease the legacy funding for the 
laboratory. 


More on SREL Eunding 

Chairman Lampson. Is there anything that we can do to try to 
either replace or do something with the funding that we can bring 
this back on line and keep it going for no other reason than to have 
the citizens who live around that area, their concerns satisfied? 

Dr. Orbach. Sir, I think that rests with the laboratory. In terms 
of the Office of Science, we have encouraged the laboratory to sub- 
mit proposals to us in areas that we can currently fund and we 
have been eager to work with them in that regard and we would 
hope that they would take advantage of that opportunity and work 
with us. 

Chairman Lampson. You mentioned in your written testimony 
that they had fared poorly in peer review on one of those research 
funding efforts. Do you have any personal knowledge about that? 
Why would they have fared so poorly after having such a great rep- 
utation? 

Dr. Orbach. Well, if you are referring to the response to our fis- 
cal year 2006 request, they did submit a proposal. It was not re- 
viewed well. I do not know the details of why it was not well re- 
viewed, but it was not well reviewed and therefore we took a nega- 
tive decision. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you. Dr. Orbach. My time has ex- 
pired. I will yield to Chairman Miller. 

Peer Review of SREL Tasks 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Dr. Orbach. I apologize for not 
being here for your oral testimony, but I did have a chance to read 
your written testimony. I assume that your oral testimony was 
similar. 

Dr. Orbach. Similar and short. 

Chairman Miller. An abbreviated version. The Reader’s Digest 
version, perhaps. Dr. Orbach, what strikes me is that the testi- 
mony, your written testimony and your oral testimony is dissimilar 
to all of the other reasons given for the conduct of the Department 
of Energy in the last two years. No one else has talked about a de- 
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cision to focus research on subsurface contamination and how it is 
transported and where it goes and what happens to it and not — 
surface contamination and that surface contamination is largely 
what SREL does. Is that a quick summary of your 

Dr. Orbach. That is a correct statement. 

Chairman Miller. — statement? And a decision about SREL was 
largely based on scientific grounds or scientific priorities, but none 
of the testimony we have heard here today really supports that 
that was the decision and how that decision was made, that there 
was some discussion that it would be — would be peer reviewed, but 
there obviously was no peer review. Dr. Orbach, you are, I am sure, 
familiar with how peer review is done. Is it done without gener- 
ating documents? Does it not usually include criteria, memoranda, 
a chance to respond, and on and on? 

Dr. Orbach. Absolutely, it includes that and we have a written 
record of every step in the peer review process. 

Chairman Miller. All that we have gotten from the Department, 
with respect to the decisions made on the various tasks, are the de- 
scriptions of the tasks and the explanation, the only written expla- 
nation the Department has given is a column that says at the top 
DOE critical need, and then beneath it says none. That is not real- 
ly the result of a peer review, is it? That is not really how peer re- 
view works, is that you just say no? 

Dr. Orbach. Well, there was a peer review process for the one 
proposal that 

Chairman Miller. Right, that one proposal that was not — Right, 
that one proposal that was not 

Dr. Orbach. And that one I believe we have provided to the 
staff. We met on Monday and we will provide all of the informa- 
tion. I think we did it on Monday, but I don’t know where that is 
in the pipeline. 


SREL Competition 

Chairman Miller. In competitive grants, I assume there is also 
a fair amount of documentation involved in competitive grants. 
There is usually a request for proposal. There is criteria provided. 
Anyone applying for the grant has to apply in writing, not by a 
telephone call. 

Dr. Orbach. Correct. 

Chairman Miller. And there was no competition for any of the 
projects, any of the tasks done by SREL, isn’t that correct? 

Dr. Orbach. Well, I don’t know which tasks you are referring to. 
At the time that 

Chairman Miller. Well, were any of the tasks that were done 
by SREL, are those now being done by someone else as a result of 
competition? 

Dr. Orbach. If it is funded by the Office of Science, it is in re- 
sponse to a request for proposals and it is peer reviewed. 

Chairman Miller. Okay. I have no further questions. 

Chairman Lampson. Member Hall, you are recognized for five 
minutes. 
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Office of Science Funding Process 

Mr. Hall. I may be the only one on this whole committee that 
doesn’t want to ask him hardly anything. I didn’t really ask for him 
to be here, but since Mr. Sensenbrenner wrote me an ugly letter, 
I had to respond to it and he said the strong letter follows. I have 
about three questions. You are a good friend of mine and I don’t 
want to push around very much, but approximately how many 
funding requests does the Office of Science receive each year? 

Dr. Orbach. We receive thousands. 

Mr. Hall. And do limitations on funding sometimes require your 
office to turn down requests? 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, unfortunately more often than not. All of our 
proposals are peer reviewed and some are not peer reviewed well. 
Others are peer reviewed very, very well and if I were to strike an 
average across the Office of Science, I would say that we are only 
able to fund about half of the proposals that are well reviewed, the 
proposals that really have fine science in them, just because of lim- 
itations of funding. 

Mr. Hall. Sometimes you turn them down and admittedly they 
are valuable and high-quality science? 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hall. You would really like to have an unlimited source to 
fund anybody that makes a request that gives you the indication 
that they can carry it out and that the government then will get 
good services for what we are buying? 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, sir. 

Why Was SREL Funding Zeroed Out? 

Mr. Hall. My next question is, when was the Office of Science 
funding for SREL zeroed out in 2005, do you know? 

Dr. Orbach. When or why? 

Mr. Hall. Why. 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Hall. Could you tell us? 

Dr. Orbach. The problem we had was a very difficult budget 
year for fiscal year 2006 and the consequence of that was that the 
budget for the program that funded environmental research and re- 
mediation science was cut by almost $10 million, from somewhere 
around $60 million to $50 million. And we had to make some very 
difficult decisions at that time and we decided to focus on the area 
that we felt the research was seriously needed for and that was 
subsurface contaminant flow. And it was with regret, but we had 
to then eliminate the funding in fiscal year 2006 for the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory. I think I said environmental before. 
SREL. And nevertheless, there was an agreement and we provided 
a million dollars. 

Mr. Hall. But prior to that, let us talk about the zeroing out of 
the funds. Be a little more specific. Why did you zero them out? 

Dr. Orbach. We had to make a hard decision of priorities with 
a limited budget and the 

Mr. Hall. What was your budget? 
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Dr. Orbach. The budget for this program was $58.1 million in 
2005 and was $48.6 million in 2006. That was the President’s re- 
quest and we had a very large cut. 

Mr. Hall. And do you see a continued DOE or Office of Science 
need for any research being performed at SREL? 

Dr. Orbach. The answer is yes. On a peer review basis and ac- 
cording to the areas that we have chosen to fund in our mission, 
we believe that there is strength at SREL and we have encouraged 
them to submit proposals for funding. 

Mr. Hall. The zeroing out was at what level? 

Dr. Orbach. That was, if my memory serves me, about $8 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Hall. And who made that decision? 

Dr. Orbach. Ultimately I did, but it was done by our staff and 
I approved it. 

Mr. Hall. You had to get the recommendation of the Secretary? 

Dr. Orbach. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. And did you have anything to do with the rework of 
it? And he testified here that Charlie Anderson and Jill Sigal put 
a proposal together in an effort to save the 

Dr. Orbach. We had informed the laboratory, prior to the zero- 
ing out, that we were anxious to work with them to change their 
direction of research to be more coincident with that research that 
we were funding. And then when the actions you were referring to 
occurred for fiscal year 2006, we joined in that and we regarded 
that as yet another year to give the laboratory an opportunity to 
reorient its research so that it would be in our funding area. 

Mr. Hall. You gave them that opportunity of work that was 
spawned by Jill Sigal and 

Dr. Orbach. Yes. 

Mr. Hall. — Charlie 

Dr. Orbach. We teamed up with Environmental Management. 
We added a million and I think EM put in $3 million and I think 
NNSA about $300,000 and this was to give them an opportunity, 
from our perspective, our million dollars, to continue to try to reori- 
ent their 

Mr. Hall. — enough about them to try to breathe some life back 
into them and start them off with $4 million-plus for one year 
and 

Dr. Orbach. That is correct. 

Mr. Hall. — authorized them to look elsewhere for 

Dr. Orbach. And to encourage them to continue to work with us. 

Mr. Hall. And you still feel that way about them? 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Hall. I yield back my time. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Inglis for comments. 

Cutting Environmental Remediation Sciences 
Program Budget 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Orbach, I think you 
just said the remediation program, make sure I get this right, went 
from 2005, in 2005 it was $58 million, in 2006 it went down to $46 
million? 



225 


Dr. Orbach. I may get the numbers wrong. My memory is $58.1 
in 2005 and $48.6 in 2006. 

Mr. Inglis. Right. And that is for a whole series of remediation 
kind of efforts, is that right? 

Dr. Orbach. Well, it is for our Environmental Remediation 
Sciences Program, yes, sir. 

Mr. Inglis. And so of that, SREL would have been $4 million or 
so, is that 

Dr. Orbach. Well, it was $8 million in 2005. 

Mr. Inglis. $8 million in 2005. 

Dr. Orbach. Approximately. 

Mr. Inglis. And so 2006 it would have gone to — the request 
was — is that the point it went to zero, is the request? 

Dr. Orbach. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Inglis. So I suppose the question we hit on earlier that I 
guess is really a policy, perhaps a policy debate for Members of 
Congress, aimed at the Administration is whether it was wise to 
cut the remediation budget from $58 million to $48 million. I guess 
that seems to be what is at issue here, is some sort of policy dis- 
pute about that. 

Dr. Orbach. That could well be the case. It was a difficult year 
for the entire Office of Science budget. Fiscal year 2006 was, not 
just for this program, but across the program in general. Everybody 
had a hard time and we were making priority decisions across the 
board. 

Mr. Inglis. So that helps sort of anticipate the next question. 
Did you have any sense, in this policy debate and perhaps my col- 
leagues on the other side want to say the Administration was 
wrong to cut remediation, that they were not concerned about the 
environment, let us say the normal kind of attack, not concerned 
about the environment, they want to pollute the earth or whatever 
and so therefore they would cut the remediation budgets but plus 
up, say, payments to big defense contractors or something. I don’t 
know. But I mean does that fit with the facts here or is it more 
that across board you had difficulties and there is really no rat 
here? I mean is that what the 

Dr. Orbach. That would be the latter, sir. 

Mr. Inglis. Yes. 

Dr. Orbach. You have to look at the entire Administration budg- 
et and I think we were not badly treated compared to the rest of 
the budget. It was a difficult budget year across the board and we 
played our role in that. 

How THE Office of Science Provides Funding 

Mr. Inglis. Yes. So then the question becomes how did the Office 
of Science typically provide funding for its labs and other research 
facilities? 

Dr. Orbach. What we typically do on a peer review basis, about 
half of our budget is spent on facilities and operations and the 
other half on research, and that half on research all peer reviewed 
either by mail or panels or by visits. The first half, the facilities, 
have review committees. They are reviewed on roughly a three-year 
basis. So everything we fund is reviewed by the outside scientific 
community. 
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Mr. Inglis. And sometimes they are renewed and sometimes 
they are not? 

Dr. Orbach. Sometimes they are renewed and sometimes they 
are not. 


SREL Funding Decision 

Mr. Inglis. And is that how SREL was treated here? What was 
the situation there? 

Dr. Orbach. I think this was different because this was a shift 
that we made in research areas, which also we do from time to 
time as our mission either changes or becomes focused. There was 
never an issue about the quality of SREL. It is an extraordinary 
laboratory and it does a significant job for the Nation’s needs. The 
problem we had was deciding whether to put money into surface 
contamination versus subsurface, and given the limited budget we 
had and we made the decision to do the latter. 

Mr. Inglis. And does that mean that SREL was good at one and 
not the other? 

Dr. Orbach. That is correct. 

Mr. Inglis. They had expertise. They are good in a lot of things, 
but they had particular expertise in the one as opposed to the 
other? 

Dr. Orbach. Well, they have had a history of 50 years of work 
in terrestrial ecology. We encourage them and in fact we do fund 
research at SREL for some investigators in areas related to sub- 
surface contaminant motion. 

Mr. Inglis. Yes. 

Dr. Orbach. And we had been working with them over the pe- 
riod that we were involved with them to try and get them inter- 
ested and directed in that direction. 

Mr. Inglis. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Prioritizing Surface and Subsurface Contamination 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Dr. Orbach, our staff has been 
looking at the decision surrounding SREL for months. For weeks 
anyway. We have had extensive interviews with everyone involved 
in the decision. We have pursued the names of others given to us 
as a result of those interviews. We have asked for all the docu- 
ments involved in decisions. And after weeks of looking at these de- 
cisions we are hearing for the first time that there was a decision 
to make research in subsurface contamination a higher priority 
than surface contamination. But none of the people who actually 
made the decisions pertaining to SREL in the last two years have 
mentioned that at all. If none of them have mentioned that, does 
it not seem to you, as it seems to me, that those were not actually 
their reasons? 

Dr. Orbach. Sir, this is not a new bit of information. We had 
conveyed this in February of 2005 when the 2006 budget was put 
on the table. Everyone saw it. It was public at that time. I can give 
you a reason why we did it, but 

Chairman Miller. Well, no, that is not what I am asking. In the 
last two years, after that initial decision by 0MB that you were in- 
volved with to eliminate all funding, which Mr. Allison said came 
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completely out of the blue to him. There had been two years of de- 
cisions about SREL. We talked to everybody involved in those deci- 
sions, from the Deputy Secretary down. No one has mentioned this 
before, in weeks of interviews, in weeks of staff interviews and re- 
quests for all of the documents involved in the decision, and in all 
of this, no mention of this decision to give a higher priority to sub- 
surface contamination research as opposed to contamination re- 
search. We are hearing this for the first time. In the last day or 
two, we have heard from the minority side an insistence that is 
coming directly from the Department of Energy that you be added 
to the witness list, which has been puzzling to us, because in all 
of our interviews and in all of the documents you do not appear to 
have played a role in the decisions, and the reasons that you now 
give, now we are hearing for the first time. Doesn’t it seem unlikely 
to you, as it does it to me, that if we have never heard these deci- 
sions before, they don’t appear in any of the documents, no one in 
any interview who was involved in the decisions has mentioned 
these reasons, that those weren’t the reasons? 

Dr. Orbach. Sir, I can’t answer your question because I don’t 
know what all the documents say and it may be that after we made 
that decision, that that was no longer on the table and perhaps 
people weren’t dealing directly with it. But the decision was not a 
secret one. It was made public in Eebruary of 2005. We commu- 
nicated it to the laboratory. We have worked with the laboratory 
since then. 

Chairman Miller. Well, are you saying now, is it your testimony 
now, that what has happened in the last two years to winnow down 
and winnow down the task given to SREL from a $20 million, five- 
year agreement to a $1 million base with $3 million or $4 million 
in task funding to a million dollars base with about $1.2 million, 
which is entirely for six discreet tasks but only those tasks, that 
all of that has actually been the way the Department of Energy has 
put into effect the decision made two years ago to place less em- 
phasis on surface contamination research and more on subsurface 
contamination? 

Dr. Orbach. Sir, we were not a party to the last two years of ne- 
gotiations. All I can tell you is what happened in our budget sub- 
mission for fiscal year 2006. After that it seemed to me as a new 
ballgame and other factors may have entered, but we were not 
longer a party to it except for that $1 million that we put in to help 
them make the transition. 

Chairman Miller. So your testimony is, so far as you know, the 
reasons you gave for a decision in 2005 do not pertain, did not in- 
fluence the conduct of the Department of Energy since then? 

Dr. Orbach. I do not believe that they did, but I don’t know for 
sure because I haven’t been a party to it. It is very possible that 
they may have, but I was not a party to them. 

SRS Complying With Environmental Laws Without 

SREL 

Chairman Miller. Okay. Again, Mr. Allison, whose job it is to 
manage the site and who I think has been treated badly in the De- 
partment of Energy’s descriptions of what has happened and what 
the decisions were, obviously a very competent man to be given the 
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task of managing a $1.2 billion a year site, he said that he was 
completely taken by surprise by the suggestion by the President’s 
budget that recommended elimination of all funding for the Savan- 
nah River Ecology Laboratory. He said no one talked to him about 
it and he was not consulted at all. And from all of the other data, 
all of the other information we have gotten from all of the inter- 
views, reviewing all the documents, there were a variety of tasks 
at Savannah River that SREL performed that do not seem like 
they were just nice to have, but critical needs, most notable of 
which is environmental compliance, compliance with environmental 
laws; that that lab needs someone measuring contamination, some- 
one analyzing contamination, someone knowing what is going on in 
the ecology of that site; that that is not simply assigned to curiosity 
of scientists, that is something required for compliance with envi- 
ronmental laws. Did you take into account and those involved in 
the decision in 2005 take into account the Savannah River Site’s 
need to continue to do that, to comply with environmental laws, 
and how it would be done if the SREL went away? 

Dr. Orbach. Sir, we made our decision on the basis of the 
science and the prioritization of the science. The Environmental 
Management Program and NNSA were contributors to the 2006 
budget and I assume that the issues you just raised were the rea- 
sons why they were present in the 2006 budget. But our job was 
to fund basic research and so we made the very difficult and very 
arduous decision to terminate our legacy funding. 

Chairman Miller. All right, my time has expired. Mr. Lampson. 

Congressional Funding for SREL 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Orbach, 
would you be either personally or professionally disappointed if 
Congress found a way to continue the funding of SREL? 

Dr. Orbach. That is a difficult question to answer. Congressional 
direction is something that we work with and carry forward. If it 
is in the President’s budget, obviously I will support it. 

Chairman Lampson. I don’t have any further questions. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Mr. Hall. Mr. Inglis. 

Mr. Inglis. Dr. Orbach, to Mr. Lampson’s question about, essen- 
tially, earmarks. I take it those are generally not helpful to you in 
your position, is that right? In other words, you basically end up 
spending money on things that scientists wouldn’t spend money on 
but maybe constituents want Members of Congress to seek money 
for. Is that too harsh of a statement? 

Dr. Orbach. I think that is a rather harsh statement. I think 
Congress has a responsibility which it takes to allocate funds and 
we respect that responsibility, sir. 

Mr. Inglis. Yes. For example, the hydrogen programs of DOE, 
the complaint that I hear from DOE, quietly, is, you know. Con- 
gress ends up earmarking the money away so that it is some dem- 
onstration project here and one over there and one down there and 
you end up with the money being eaten up that would have gone 
to fund real scientific breakthroughs and now it is all spent. And 
so maybe you will have to comment on that. I am testifying now, 
but you know, it is a concern, which is that we — you know, when- 
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ever we have peer reviewed kind of work, like your are trying to 
do, and when we have that at NSF it is such a great model. 

And I realize that scientists aren’t immune from politics either, 
but still, when there is some scientific criteria involved, it may end 
up with truly focusing scarce resources on the most pressing needs, 
which I take back to the subject at hand, is what was about going 
on with the decision in 2005. Chairman Miller was asking a num- 
ber of questions about why it would be essentially that they 
wouldn’t have heard from the Department, in documentation pro- 
duction requests, about this decision to focus on subsurface rather 
than surface contamination. But might it be that in 2005, having 
made that decision, at that point SREL was sort of out of the loop 
coming to 2006, 2007, maybe, because the Department has made 
a decision and so therefore, in 2005 — have I got the right — no, 
2006, coming into the 2006 year, right? So therefore, perhaps it 
makes sense that you wouldn’t have heard much. The Majority’s 
Committee’s request would not have turned up much because they 
would be out of the loop, SREL would be out of the loop at that 
point, is that right? 

Dr. Orbach. That would be correct, sir. 

Mr. Inglis. Because a policy decision had been made and now 
the policy decision is being implemented, basically. 

Dr. Orbach. That is correct. The decision was made in December 
of 2004 when the President’s budget was being formulated for de- 
livery to Congress in February of 2005. We were not allowed and 
it is improper to make that public until the President’s budget was 
received by Congress. That was one of the difficult aspects for us, 
because we knew the answer but we couldn’t communicate it. But 
as soon as the President’s budget was presented to Congress we did 
communicate and as you say, there is not much you can do after 
that except to encourage the laboratory to compete for funds in 
subsurface contamination. 

Mr. Inglis. Thank you. 

Chairman Lampson. Would the gentleman yield before he yields 
back his time? 

Mr. Inglis. Sure. 

More on Subsurface Versus Surface Contamination 

Chairman Lampson. One of the difficulties that they faced and 
the President faced was trying to balance his budget and this par- 
ticular project came up short and didn’t make the cut. That is basi- 
cally what I am understanding right now. But that doesn’t mean 
that it is not a critically important task and it would have an im- 
pact the community. And there have been some questions raised 
over time that could have long-term impact on people and even the 
environmental life around there. There was concern raised in the 
late 1990s about their finding, I think, something called flash in 
the environment that could do serious harm to people as well as 
to the animals there. 

It seems to me that if we had the concern enough about what 
those people are raising as concerns, that maybe we would choose 
to try to fund it and that is not a slap in the face of anybody, but 
it is a recognition that we have an obligation to try to understand, 
as best as we possibly can, what this nation needs and what we 
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can do to make sure that we keep it healthy and safe. And I just 
wanted to say that. Hopefully, you know, that might be something 
that we can discuss and possibly do. And I yield back. And I guess 
I am out of time, but it did raise a question for Dr. Orbach, with 
the Chairman’s indulgence. I tell you, there is some reason to focus 
on subsurface rather than surface. What is the reason? 

Dr. Orbach. The subsurface contamination is very serious. We 
have leaking tanks at Hanford. We have leaking tanks at Idaho. 
We have subsurface pools at Paducah, Kentucky. It is not unrea- 
sonable to think that almost every one of these nuclear sites has 
some kind of subsurface problem. They are very serious. One can 
simplify it by saying that if push came to shove, we know how to 
deal with surface contamination. We cleaned up Rocky Flats, for 
example. So if the worst happened and we had to clean it up, we 
know how to do that. There is no way to clean up subsurface con- 
tamination. It could be a thousand feet down and can be affecting 
the rivers. I mean, it is very, very dangerous. 

Chairman Lampson. So the surface is known and quantifiable. 
The subsurface is where we need a lot of scientific work to figure 
out what happens down there. 

Dr. Orbach. That is exactly our decision. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Lampson. Thank you. 

Chairman Miller. I think that is it for the questions. Thank 
you. Dr. Orbach. 

Dr. Orbach. Thank you. 


Discussion 

Chairman Miller. And at long last it appears that we are at the 
end of the testimony. 

Chairman Lampson. It would be nice if we were at the end of 
our day. 

Chairman Miller. Right. Democracy dies behind closed doors. 
When a government agency gives reasons for decisions that are not 
real reasons, a door closes. It is hard to believe the reasons given 
by the Department for the actions that they have taken. They are 
simply demonstrably untrue. The Department has said that there 
was a decision to make all funding for SREL peer reviewed. There 
was no peer review. The Department said that they had decided to 
make the funding competitive. There was on competition. 

We are now hearing for the first time that there was a decision 
two years ago that appears to have had no influence at all in the 
conduct of the Department in the last two years, to make a priority 
of one kind of research over the kind of research done at the De- 
partment. Again, we are hearing about that for the first time after 
weeks and weeks of asking we are hearing about that for the first 
time in just the last two days. And there appears to have been no 
contingency plan, no cost benefit analysis by the Department of 
what to do with the necessary tasks that SREL was performing if 
SREL went away. The reasons given by the Department just do not 
hold up to scrutiny. 

Mr. Hall. Will the gentleman yield? 

Chairman Miller. Not yet. Not yet. 

Mr. Hall. I will wait right here. 
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Chairman Miller. The Minority has belittled the concerns of the 
Majority. The Republicans have belittled the concerns of the Demo- 
crats about this decision regarding SREL and said that we have in- 
timated there is something nefarious, there is something sinister. 
I don’t know what the real reasons for the decisions, but when a 
government agency gives reasons that simply do not stand up to 
scrutiny, they need to expect there to be suspicions about reasons, 
real reasons that will not survive the light of day. The most likely 
single, from my examination of this, the most likely explanation is 
that somebody somewhere just made a sloppy, lazy quick ill-in- 
formed decision. 

We have got two labs at that site. We don’t need two labs. Let 
us just have one lab. Let us close the little one. But as is frequently 
the case with sloppy, lazy, ill-informed decisions, it proved to be 
gloriously stupid and rather than defend that decision, the Depart- 
ment has come forward with one explanation after another that 
simply does not hold up. It is just hard to imagine that the reasons 
that have been given by the Department over the course of weeks 
with respect to the decisions about this lab, are the real reasons. 

And now, Mr. Hall, you may have the floor. 

Mr. Hall. I move to strike the last word. That is your impression 
of what you heard and that is the reason we have court reporters 
and we take it down. We write it down for people to read later and 
to know what was really said. I think this Committee has heard 
testimony under oath from honorable men and women on both 
sides of the docket that gave their testimony to the best of their 
knowledge. If you really want to analyze this entire situation, it 
started out with an effort to belittle the Department of Energy, to 
take a hard shot at Secretary Bodman, to disgrace two of their em- 
ployees, Jill Sigal and Charles Anderson, and you failed miserably. 
I yield back my time. 

Mr. Inglis. Will the gentleman yield? 

Chairman Miller. Either one. I am not sure. We are striking the 
last word again. If you wish to say something, some valedictory re- 
marks, Mr. Inglis, why don’t you go ahead and do it? 

Mr. Inglis. Yes. I think, Mr. Chairman, it is way over the top 
to use the words demonstrably untrue, way over the top. I mean 
that is one sense accusing the Department of Energy of lying, 
which is quite an accusation. What you have before you is some 
witnesses who are doing a work at the Department of Energy to 
try to solve our nation’s challenges and to accuse them of speaking 
untrue statements is just, it takes this attack mode to just a very 
unacceptable level, I think. I mean, we really should be measured 
in our words, not accuse them of lying to us. We should just say 
you know, listen, we have got a difference of opinion here and be 
straight up about that. There is no problem with having difference 
of opinion but really, I think that to say, in sort of a concluding 
remark here that sort of gigs the Department again by saying that 
they are demonstrably untrue, perhaps the Chair wants to retract 
those words. I don’t know, I would think you would. 

Chairman Miller. Actually not. I was trying to be measured by 
saying it was demonstrably untrue. I have correspondence from the 
Department that said the decision was based upon peer review. We 
have had testimony today that, and all the documents and our staff 
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interviews all support there was no peer review. There was no peer 
review of these decisions in the last two years, but the Department 
has represented to me, to Mr. Lampson, in correspondence, the de- 
cisions were based on peer review. That is demonstrably untrue. It 
has been demonstrated to be untrue by the testimony today. Mr. 
Lampson, any valedictory remarks? 

Chairman Lampson. I was concerned about SREL and the work 
that it could do for the United States of America. That is why I 
came to this, that is why I wanted to find out what possibly went 
on and I was hoping that if there were any possible way in the 
world that I could learn something that would help us change that 
decision and keep a laboratory which has 50 years of fantastic rep- 
utation, that it be able to continue its good work for the people 
around there and for the people of our country. That is why I came 
here and that is what I was hoping to find out and hopefully we 
won’t drop this. We will continue to look for a way that we might 
be able to do so. 

Chairman Miller. All right. Now, are the witnesses excused? 
Excuse me. Again, I want to thank all the witnesses. Dr. Orbach, 
everyone else for appearing. The record will remain open for addi- 
tional statements from Members and for answers to any follow-up 
questions the Committee may ask of the witnesses, but Dr. Orbach, 
you and all the other witnesses who have already been excused or 
further excused, and the hearing is now adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 6:32 p.m., the Subcommittees were adjourned.] 
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SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

ARTICLE 1 - RESOLUTION OF CONFLICTING CONDITIONS 

Any apparent inconsistency between Federal statutes and regulations and the terms and 
conditions contained in this award must be referred to the DOE Award Administrator 
identified in Block 12 of the Notice of Financial Assistance Award for guidance. 

ARTICLE II - STATEMENT OF JOINT OBJECTIVES 

Under this Cooperative Agreement (hereinafter referred to as “Agreement”), the 
University of Georgia Research Foundation, Inc., (UGARF) (hereinafter referred to as 
“Participant") will continue the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) program. 
SREL provides mi independent evaluation of the ecological effects of Savannah River 
Site (SRS) operatitMis through a program of ecological research, education and outreach. 
This program will continue basic and applied environmental research with emphasis upon 
expanding the understanding of ecological processes and principles, and upon evaluating 
the impacts of industrial and land use activities on the environment. The program will 
provide DOE and the public with an independent view of the environmental management 
of the SRS. 

ARTICLE 111 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Participant shall provide the personnel, materials, services, facilities and equipment 
and otherwise do, <x cause to be done, all things necessary for or incident to performing 
the work set forth in Appendix A, Project Description, of this Agreement. 

ARTICLE IV - STATEMENT OF SUBSTANTIAL INVOLVEMENT RF.TWFF.N 
DOE AND THE PARTICIPANT 

The nature of the Federal involvement and responsibilities are delineated in Appendix A, 
Project Description, “Substantial Involvement between DOE and the Participant.” 

ARTICLE V- FINANCIAL SUPPORT 

COST SHARING (ALTERNATE 1) 

a. Total Estimated Project Cost is the sum of the Government share and 
Participant share of the estimated project costs. The Participant’s cost share must come 
from non-Federal sources unless otherwise allowed by law. By accepting federal funds 
under this award, you agree that you are liable for your percentage share of total 
allowable project costs, on a budget period basis, even if the project is terminated early 
or is not funded to its completion. This cost is shared as follows: 
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BUDGET YEAR 01 (BASE YEAR PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE (POP), SEE NOTE I) 
Fiscal Year 2007, Infrastructure Support 


Budget 

Period 

No. 

Budget 
Period 
Start Date 

Government Share 
50% 

Participant 
Share 50% 

Total 

Estimated 

Cost 

1 


EM $1,000,000.00 

$1,000,000.00 






















Total Project 

$1,000,000.00 

$1,000,000,00 

■III 1 HI^MI 


FISCAL YEAR 2007, Scientific Expertise and Environmental Rese^ch Needs 


Budget 

Period 

No. 

Budget 
Period 
Start Date 

Government Share 

Participant 

Share 

Total 

Estimated 

Cost 

1 

12/01/06 

$TBD 





OTHER 

POTENTIAL 

TASKS 





DOE POTENTIAL 
TASKS BASED 

UPON NEED. MERIT 
AND FUNDING 
AVAILABILirY 

$3,000,000.00 





NON-DOE FEDERAL 
AGENCIES POTENTIAL 
TASKS BASED 

UPON NEED. MERIT 
AND FUNDING 
AVAILABILITY 
$1,000,000.00 








Total Project 

$4,000,000.00 

$0.00 

$4,000,000.00 


Note 1 - December 01, 2006 thru November 30, 2007: There is a potential for DOE and 
other non-DOE federal agencies to provide funding under this agreement for scientific 
expertise and environmental research needs. The table above represents the estimated 
amount of funding that may be available for this effort for the Base Budget Period. None 
of the estimated funding is guaranteed. The actual level of funding for scientific expertise 
and environmental research opportunities will be based on, if any, the technical merit, of 
the work needs of the agencies and the availability of funds for this program. DOE 
reserves the right to ftmd, in whole or in part, any, all or none of the funding for scientific 
expertise and environmental research needs based on a technical peer review. 
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BUDGET YEAR 02 (RENEWAL POP, SEE NOTE 2) 
Fiscal Year 2008 thru 201 1, Infrastructure Support 


Budget 

Period 

No. 

Budget 
Period 
Start Date 

Government Share 

Participant 

Share 

Total 

Estimated 

Cost 

2 

12/01/07 

EM $0.00 

$TBD 






















Total Project 

STBD 

STBD 

STBD 


FISCAL YEAR 2008 thru 2011, Scientific Expertise and Environmental Research Needs 


Budget 

Period 

No. 

Budget 
Period 
Start Date 

Government Share 
OTHER 

POTENTIAL TASKS 
DOE. POTENTIAL TASKS 
BASED 

UPON fTEED, MERIT AND 
FUNDING AVAILABILITY 
•To Be Determined 

Participant 

Share 

Total 

Estimated 

Cost 

2 

12/01/07 

TBD 



3 

12/01/08 

TBD 



4 

12/01/09 

TBD 



5 

iesibeh 

TBD 





NON'DOE FEDERAL 
AGENCIES POTENTIAL 
TASKS BASED 

UPON NEED, MERIT AND 
FUNDING AVAILABILITY 
•To Be Ddcrmined 



2 

12/01/08 

TBD 



3 

12/01/09 

TBD 



4 

12/01/10 

TBD 



5 

12/01/10 

TBD 



Total Project 

•TBD 

STBD 

STBD 


Note 2 “ December 1, 2007 thru November 30, 2011: There is a potential for DOE and 
other non-DOE federal agencies to provide funding under this agreement for scientific 
expertise and environmental research needs. The actual level of funding for scientific 
expertise and environmental research opportunities will be based on, if any, the technical 
merit, of the w-ork needs of the agencies and the availability of funds for tins program. 
DOE reserves the right to fund, in whole or in part, any, all or none of the funding for 
scientific expertise and environmental research needs based on a technical peer review. 
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b. If you discover that you may be unable to provide cost sharing of at least the 
amount identified in paragraph a of this article, you should immediately provide written 
notification to the DOE Award Administrator identified in Block 12 of the Notice of 
Financial Assistance Award indicating whether you will continue or phase out the project 
If you plan to continue the project, the notification must describe how replacement cost 
sharing will be secured. 

c. You must maintain records of all project costs that you claim as cost sharing, 
including in-kind costs, as well as records of costs to be paid by DOE and other non-DOE 
Federal sponsors. Such records are subject to audit. 

d. Failure to provide the cost sharing required by this Article may result in the 
subsequent recovery by DOE of some or all the funds provided under the award. 

e. Budget Year 1. December 1, 2006 thru November 30. 2007 - The total 
estimated cost for the performance of work under this agreement for the first 12-month 
budget period is $2,000,000.00 for Infrastructure Support. The maximum DOE and 
other non-DOE Federal agencies potential funding for Scientific Expertise and 
Environmental Research Opportunities for the first 1 2-month period is $4,000,000.00, 
inclusive of non-DOE Federal agencies, of the total allowable costs. The Participant will 
cost share $ 1 ,000,000. Appendix B of this agreement sets forth the total approved budget 
for the first budget period. The cost share ratios shall apply to the total of all projects 
undertaken and to any decrease in the total estimated cost of performance resulting from 
under runs of the total estimated cost or changes in the Project Description or period of 
performance unless the cost share ratios are adjusted by mutual agreement of the parties. 

It is agreed that DOE shall fully fund and reimburse reasonable, allowable, and allocable 
costs for work conducted pursuant to the terms of the Agreement and in accordance with 
OMB Circular A-21, Cost Principles for Educational Institutions and DOE Financial 
Assistance Regulations, 10 CFR Part 600. Cost sharing shall be in accordance with 10 
CFR 600.123. The Participant’s cost share may include cash or allowable in kind 
contributions of services, materials and property. Although the State of Georgia does not 
pay relocation expenses, this agreement acimowledges an exception to UGA policy and 
OMB Circular A-2 1 . In recogmtion of the Participant conducting this work at a DOE 
facility that is distant from the main UGA campus, and considering that other employees 
at the site are reimbursed for moving expenses, and recognizing the importance of 
recruiting qualified professionals, DOE agrees to reimburse the Participant for relocation 
costs of new employees reporting to work at the Savannah River Site and the costs 
associated with the transfer of their household goods and effects. 

M.T1CLE VT - PAYM ENT PROCEDURES - ADVANCES THROUGH THE 
AUT OMATED STANDARD APPLICATION FOR PAYMENTS fASAPl 

Method of Parmient. Payment will be made by advances through the Department of 
Treasury’s ASAP system. 
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b. Reouesline Advances . Requests for adx'ances must be made through the ASAP 
system. You may submit requests as frequently as required to meet your needs to 
disburse funds for the Federal share of project costs. If feasible, you should time each 
request so that you receive payment on the same day that you disburse funds for direct 
project costs and the proportionate share of any allowable indirect costs. If same-day 
transfers are not feasible, advance payments must be as close as is administratively 
feasible to actual disbursements. 

c. Adjusting payment requests for available cash . You must disburse any funds that are 
available from repayments to and interest earned on a revolving fund, program income, 
rebates, refunds, contract settlements, audit recoveries, credits, discounts, and interest 
earned on any of those funds before requesting additional cash payments from DOE. 

d. Payments . All payments are made by electronic funds transfer to the bank account 
identified on the ASAP Bank Information Form that you filed with the U.S. Department 
of Treasury. 

ARTICLE Vll - INCREMENTAL FUNDING AND MAXIMUM OBLIGATION 


This award is funded on an incremental basis. The maximum obligation of the DOE is 
limited to the amount shown in Block 1 6.b.(3) “CUMULATIVE DOE OBLIGATIONS 
Project Period to Date” on the Notice of Financial Assistance Award. Yon are not 
obligated to continue performance of the project beyond the total amount shown in Block 
1 6.b.(3) and your pro rata share of the project costs, if cost sharing is required. 

Additional funding is contingent upon the availability of appropriated funds and 
substantial progress towards meeting the objectives of the award. 

ARTICLE VIII - REBUDGETING AND RECOVERY OF INDIRECT COSTS 

a. If actual allowable indirect costs are less than those budgeted and funded under the 
award, you may use the difference to pay additional allowable direct costs during the 
project period. If at the completion of the award the Government’s share of total 
allowable costs (i.e., direct and indirect), is less than the total costs reimbursed, you must 
refund the difference. 

b. Participants are expected to manage their indirect costs. DOE will not amend an 
award solely to provide additional funds for changes in indirect cost rates (See 
“Incremental Funding and Maximum Obligation article). DOE recognizes that the 
inability to obtain full reimbursement for indirect costs means the Participant must absorb 
the underrecovety. Such underrecovery may be allocated as part of the organization’s 
required cost sharing. 
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ARTICLE IX USE OF PROGRAM INCOME ULTEtW.ATE 1) 

If you cam program income during the project period as a result of this award, you may 
add the program income to the funds conunitled to the award and use it to further eligible 
project objectives. 

ARTICLE X - REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

a. Requirements . The reporting requirements for this award are identified on the Federal 
Assistance Reporting Checklist, DOE F 4600.2, attached to this award. Failure to comply 
with these reporting requirements is considered a material noncompliance with the terms 
of the award. Noncompliance may result in withholding of future payments, suspension 
or termination of the current award, and withholding of future awards. A willful failure 
to perform, a history of failure to perform, or unsatisfactory performance of this and/or 
other financial assistance awards, may also result in a debarment action to preclude future 
awards by Federal agencies. 

b. Dissemination of scientific/technical reports . Scientific/technical reports submitted 
under this award will be disseminated on the Internet via the DOE Information Bridge 
f www.osti.eov/bridgeI . unless the report contains patentable material, protected data or 
SBIR/STTR data. In addition, these reports must not contain any limited rights data 
(proprietary data), classified information, information subject to export control 
classification, or other information not subject to release. Citations for journal articles 
produced under the award will appear on the DOE Energy Citations Database 


ARTICLE XI- PUBLICATIONS fOCT 20041 

a. You are encouraged to publish or otherwise make publicly available the results of the 
work conducted under the award. 

b. An acknowledgment of Federal support and a disclaimer must appear in the 
publication of any material, whether copyrighted or not, based on or developed under this 
project, as follows: 

Acknowledgment: “This material is based upon work supported by the 
Department of Energy [National Nuclear Security Administration] [add name(s) 
of other agencies, if applicable] under Award Numberfs) [enter the award 
number(s)].” 

Disclaimer: “This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an 
agency of the United States Government. Neither the United States Government 
nor any agency thereof, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express 
or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, 
completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process 
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disclosed, or lepresents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. 
Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by trade 
name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or 
imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States 
Government or any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed 
herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or 
any agency thereof.” 

ARTICLE XII - FEDERAL, STATE. AND MUNICIPAL REQUIREMENTS 

You must obtain any required permits and comply with applicable federal, state, and 
municipal laws, codes, and regulations for work performed under this award. 

ATRICLE Xlll - INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY PROVISIONS AND CONTACT 
INFORMATION f httD://www.gc.doe.eov/techtrans/sipD matrix.html ') 

a. Participants that are institutions of higher education, hospitals, and other non-profit 
organizations are subject to the intellectual property requirement at 1 0 CFR 600. 1 36. 

b. Questions regarding intellectual property matters should be referred to the Patent 
Counsel designated as the service provider for the DOE office that issued the award. The 
IP Service Providers List is found at http://www.ec.doe.Bov/ecmain.html . Click on 
Intellectual Property and Laboratory Partnering, and then click on IP Service Providers 
List. 

ATRICLE XIV - NATIONAL SECURITY: CLASSIFIABLE RESULTS 
ORIGINATING UNDER AN AWARD 


a. This award is intended for unclassified, publicly releasable research. You will not be 
granted access to classified information. DOE does not expect that the results of the 
research project will involve classified information. Under certain circumstances, 
however, a classification review of information originated under the award may be 
required. The Department may review research work generated under this award at any 
time to determine if it requires classification. 

b. Executive Order 12958 {60 Fed. Reg. 19,825 (1995)) states that basic scientific 
research information not clearly related to the national security shall not be classified. 
Nevertheless, some information concerning (among other things) scientific, 
technological, or economic matters relating to national security or cryptology may require 
classification. If you originate information during the course of this award that you 
believe requires classification, you must promptly: 

1. Notify the DOE Project Officer identified in Block 1 1 and the DOE Award 

Administrator identified in Block 1 2 of the Notice of Financial Assistance Award; 
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2 . Submit the information by registered mail directly to the Director, Office of 
Classification and Information Control, SO- 1 0.2; U.S. Department of Energy; 

P.O. Box A; Germantown, MD 20875-0963, for classification review. 

3. Restrict access to the information to the maximum extent possible until you are 
informed that the information is not classified, but no longer than 30 days after 
receipt by the Director, Office of Classification and Information ConU-ol 

c. If you originate information concerning the production or utilization of special nuclear 
material (i.e., plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or 235, and any other 
material so determined under section 5 1 of the Atomic Energy Act) or nuclear energy, 
you must: 

1 . Notify the DOE Project Officer identified in Block 1 1 and the DOE Award 
Administrator identified in Block 12 of the Notice of Financial Assistance Award. 

2. Submit the information by registered mail directly to the Director, Office of 
Classification and Information Control, SO- 10.2; U.S. Department of Energy; 

P. O. Box A; Germantown, MD 20875-0963 for classification review within 

1 80 days of the date the Participant first discovers or first has reason to believe 
that the information is useful in such production or utilization. 

3. Restrict access to the information to the maximum extent possible until you are 
informed that the information is not classified, but no longer than 90 days after 
receipt by the Director, Office of Classification and Information Conuol. 

d. If DOE determines any of the information requires classification, you agree that the 
Government may terminate the award by mutual agreement in accordance with 

10 CFR 600.25(d). All material deemed to be classified must be forwarded to the DOE, 
in a manner specified by DOE. 

e. If DOE does not respond within the specified time periods, you are under no further 
obligation to restrict access to the information. 

ARTICLE XV- LOBBYING RESTRICTIONS 

By accepting funds under this award, you agree that none of the funds obligated on the 
award shall be expended, directly or indirectly, to influence congressional action on any 
legislation or appropriation matters pending before Congress, other than to communicate 
to Members of Congress as described in 18 U.S.C. 1913. This restriction is in addition to 
those prescribed elsewhere in statute and regulation. 
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ARTICLE XVI - NOTICE REGARDING THE PURCHASE OF AMERICAN- 
MADE EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS - SENSE OF CONGRESS 

It is the sense of the Congress that, to the greatest extent practicable, all equipment and 
products purchased with funds made available under this award should be American- 
made. 


ARTICLE XVII - CONTRACTING OFFICER’S TECHNICAL PROJECT 
OFFICER 


The DOE Project Officer identified in Block 1 1 of the DOE F4600. 1 , “Notice of 
Financial Assistance Award,” is the DOE Contracting Officer's technical representative. 
The Project Officer shall be the Participant's point of contact on technical matters, subject 
to the “Technical Direction” provision included herein. 

ARTICLE XVIII - PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE 

The period of performance of this Agreement is five years (December 1 , 2006 through 
November 30, 201 1) unless terminated or extended by mutual agreement of the parties. 

ARTICLE XXIX - EVALUATION. ANALYSIS. ASSISTANCE. AND APPROVAL 

Evaluation, analysis, assistance, and approval required by this Agreement shall be 
accomplished at the DOE’s Savannah River Operations Office, Aiken, South Carolina, by 
the Contracting Officer or his duly authorized representatives. 

ARTICLE XX - KEY PERSONNEL 


Since the decision to fund this project is based, to a significant extent, on the 
qualifications and level of participation of the key personnel listed below, a change of key 
personnel or of the level of effort of the key personnel is considered a change in the 
project. Prior to diverting any of the specified individuals to other programs, the 
Participant shall notify the Contracting Officer immediately. 

Paul M. Bertsch Carl L. Strojan 

ARTICLE XXI - LIABILITIES AND LOSSES 


DOE, by issuing this cooperative agreement, assumes no liability with respect to any 
damages or losses as arising out of any activities undertaken with the financial support of 
this award. Neither does the Participant, by receipt of such financial award, assume any 
liabilities for damages or losses as which would not otherwise attach to any activities of 
the Participant. 
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ARTICLE XXII - PROPERTY MANAGEMENT AND DlSPOSmON 
(OWNERSHIP OF PROPERTY) Notwithstanding the requirements of 10 CFR 
600.1 30, the following provisions apply to this agreement. 

A. Personal Property. 

1 . TTie Participant shall establish written procedures, for DOE-SR approval, to 
insure adequate safeguards are in place to prevent loss, damage, theft or the 
unauthorized export of Government-owned property. 

2. Title to Equipment . 

(a) Title to all currently accountable equipment purchased or fabricated by 
UGARP under predecessor Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09- 
96SR 18546 and identified in Attachment D, with an acquisition cost 
greater than $1,000 per item shall remain vested in the Government and 
shall be considered federally-owned property. 

(b) Title to all equipment purchased or fabricated by UGARF under subject 
Cooperative Agreement from the date of award acquired by the 
Participant with Federal funds with an acquisition cost greater than 
$5,000 per item shall vest in the Participant, subject to conditions cited 
under 1 0 CFR 600. 1 34 Equipment. 

3. Except for items falling within the realm of B. 1 below, title to any 
equipment or supplies (except for firearms and ammunition, which title shall 
remain with the Government), with an acquisition cost less than $5,000 
acquired by the Participant under this agreement with operating funds, the 
primary purpose of which is to conduct scientific research, shall vest in the 
Participant without further obligation or accountability of the U.S. 
Government. DOE retains the right to transfer ownership of any item of 
equipment having a unit acquisition cost of $5,000 or more in accordance 
with the provisions of 1 0 CFR 600. 1 33(b). This exemption is derived from 
Public Law 95-224, The Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 
1977, as amended (31 U.S.C. 6306). Unused supplies exceeding $5,000 in 
aggregate current fair market value shall be accounted for at project 
closeout. In this case, DOE shall be compensated in an amount computed in 
accordance with section 600. 1 34(g) if the supplies are retained for use on 
non-Federal activities. 

4 . The Participant is authorized to acquire excess property in accordance with 
Federal Property Management Regulation 101-43.313. Participant shall be 
required to screen for available excess property as their first source of 
procurement prior to actual purchases. 
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5, Trade-in of Government on Propetn' under predecessor Cooperative 
Agreement No. DE-FC09-96SR18546, provided as Attachment D, to subject 
Agreement - Trade-in of property for new or used equipment shall be 
coordinated with the Government, in accordance with governing regulation, 
and local DOE-SR policy as applicable for subject purchase. 

6. Exempt Property Exceeding $5,000.00 - UGARF shall ensure the Federal 
Government, State Government, or other entity providing funds for purchase 
of exempt properly value exceeding $5,000.00, without further obligation to 
the Government is incoiporated in the Annual Budget Year (BY) Plan. The 
terras and conditions of 600. 133(b) will apply to property specified as 
exempt for each BY, and agreed to by DOE-SR and the partieipant The 
terms and conditions of 600.134 will apply to all other property exceeding 
$5,000.00 not agreed to for the Budget Year, or special instructions shall be 
incorporated for said property. 

B. Real Property 

1 . Title to the land upon which the said Savannah River Ecology Laboratoiy is 
located, and to any additional land which may be assigned thereto, shall 
remain vested with the Government. The Department of Energy will 
continue to allow UGARF to use the DOE facilities as listed in Attachment 
D. Title to the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) facilities and all 
equipment that is subsequently attached so as to be structurally incoiporated 
therein and made an integral and component part thereof shall be vested in 
the Govenunent. Notwithstanding the provisions of 10 CFR 600. 1 32, the 
Participant shall not be entitled to any compensation as a result of the 
Government retaining title to all the aforementioned equipment and facilities 
whether such events occurred and/or will occur under predecessor Contract 
No. DE-FC09-96SR 18546 and/or under this agreement. 

2. With regards to the permit agreement dated October 13, 1993, filed with the 
R.M.C. Aiken County in volume 1424 page 26, this permit and the terms 
and conditions stated in the permit, will continue with the signing of this 
agreement. The Department of Energy retains the right to have all buildings, 
foundations, concrete pads, and improvements made on the premises at the 
termination of the permit deeded to the Department. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of 10 CFR 600.132(CK3), the Participant shall not be entitled to 
any compensation as a result of the Government retaining this right to title 
of all buildings, foundations, concrete pads and improvements that have 
been or are subsequently attached so as to be structurally incoiporated 
therein and made an integral and component part thereof, whether such 
event occuned and/or will occur under the predecessor Contract No. DE- 
FC09-96S R 1 8546 and/or under this agreement. 
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3. The Participant hereby grants to the Government reasonable use and 
occupancy of the Conference Center provided UGARF's scheduling permits. 

4. Real property accounting via the Facility Information Management System 
and the Financial Information System for all real property occupied or used 
by UGARF will be maintained by SR Lead M&O Contractor. 

C. Acquisition of Real Property 

1 . Notwithstanding any other provision of the cooperative agreement, the prior 
approval of a DOE Certified Rea! Estate Specialist and the Contracting 
Officer shall be obtained when, in performance of this cooperative 
agreement, the Participant acquires or proposes to acquire use of real 
property by; 

(a) Purchase on the Government's behalf or in the Participant's own name, 
with title eventually vesting in the Government. 

(b) Lease and the Government assumes liability for, or will otherwise pay 
the obligation as a reimbursable cost. 

(c) Acquisition of temporaiy interest through easement, license or permit, 
and the Government funds any of the temporary interest. 

2. All proposed real property acquisitions shall be prepared in accordance with 
guidance provided by a DOE-SR Realty Specialist through the Contracting 
Officer. 

3. Notwithstanding the provisions of 1 0 CFR 600. 1 32, title to any such real 
property shall vest in the Government and shall be considered Federally- 
owned property. 

4. The substance of this clause, including this paragraph, shall be included in 
any subaward or subaward occasioned by this cooperative agreement. 

ARTICLE XXIll - STATEMENT OF FEDERAL STEWARDSHIP 

DOE will exercise normal Federal stewardship in overseeing the project activities 
performed under this award. Stewardship activities include, but are not limited to, 
conducting site visits; reviewing performance and financial reports; providing technical 
assistance and/or temporaiy intervention in unusual circumstances to correct deficiencies 
which develop during the project; assuring compliance with terms and conditions; and 
reviewing technical performance after project completion to insure that the award 
objectives have been accomplished. 
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■ARTICLE XXIV - SITE MSITS 


DOE authorized representatives have the right to make site visits at reasonable times to 
review project accomplishments and management control systems and to provide 
technical assistance, if required. You must provide, and must require your subawardees 
to provide, reasonable access to facilities, office space, resources, and assistance for the 
safety and convenience of the government representatives in the performance of their 
duties. All site visits and evaluations must be performed in a manner that does not 
unduly interfere with or delay the work. 

ARTICLE XXV - ENVIRONMENTAL. SAFETY AND HEALTH 

1 . The Participant shall comply with requirements promulgated by Federal, state and 
local laws, statutes and regulations (unless formal relief to the regulation has been 
granted by the appropriate regulatory authority). 

2. The Participant shall operate in accordance with the SREL Safety Manual and the 
SREL Environmental Management Plan which implements the Department’s 
approved safety standards established for SREL, see Appendix F. 

ARTICLE XXVI - DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

1 . The Participant shall be responsible for the management and engineering services 
for the planning, design, repair, modification, or upgrade of existing facilities or 
construction of new facilities, not to include line item projects, as required to 
support the Participant’s scope of w-ork as approved by the Contracting Officer and 
appropriate DOE program personnel. 

2. The design and construction must comply with commercial codes and standards as 
well as Site, state, and Federal requirements, laws, and regulations. 

3. DOE reserves the right to oversee the design and construction of any project as well 
as to require the necessary reports to ascertain project status. 

ARTICLE XXVII- PUBLIC RELEASE OF INFORMATION 

1 . The Participant shall be responsible for developing, planning and coordinating 
proactive approaches to dissemination of timely information regarding UGARF 
activities onsite or, as appropriate, offsite. This will be accomplished through 
coordination with DOE. The responsibility will be carried out in such a marmer that 
the public, whether it is the news media, citizen’s groups, private citizens or local, 
state or Federal government officials, has a clear understanding of UGARF 
activities at the Site. 
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2. The Participant shall be responsible for follovsing established DOE procedures for 
clearances on oral, written and audio/visua! information material prepared for public 
use other than scientific or technical information. 

ARTICLE XXVin - CONTROL OF NUCLEAR MATERIALS 


The scope of this agreement does not authorize the Participant to receive, process, or 
store accountable nuclear materials as defined by DOE Manual 470.4-6. If task are 
identified which require the use of such materials, the Participant will, at the earliest 
opportunity, notify the Contracting Officer. The Contracting Officer will initiate 
modifications to this Agreement based on consultation with the DOE-SR Office of 
Safeguards, Security, and Emergency Services. 

ARTICLE XXIX - SECURITY 


The Participant agrees to safeguard all unclassified controlled information, and other 
DOE property. The Participant shall, in accordance with DOE security regulations and 
requirements, be responsible for safeguarding all unclassified controlled information 
(UCI), and protecting against sabotage, espionage, loss and theft, UCI and material in the 
Participant’s possession in connection with the performance of work under this 
agreement. The participant shall comply with the Federal Information Security 
Management Act (FISMA), The Office of Management & Budget (OMB), and National 
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) cyber security requirements. Except as 
otherwise expressly provided under this agreement, the Participant shall, upon completion 
or termination of this agreement, transmit to DOE any UCI in the possession of the 
Participant or any person under the Participant’s control in connection with the 
perfonnance of this agreement- If retention by the Participant of any UCI is required after 
the completion or termination of the agreement and such retention is approved by the 
Contracting officer, the Participant shall complete a certificate of possession to be 
furnished to DOE specifying the UCI to be retained, the conditions governing the 
retention of the matter, and the period of retention, if known. If the retention is approved 
by the Contracting officer, the security provisions of the agreement will continue to be 
applicable to the matter retained. Special nuclear material will not be retained after the 
completion or termination of the agreement. 

Export Control - The Participant will comply with all U.S. export regulations and SR 
Export control policy as it applies to the transfer of DOE property offsite or overseas, the 
use of DOE equipment by foreign nationals and 0064 to the transfer of nonpublic 
technical data, which is not intended to be published to foreign nationals at SRS or in or 
outside the United States. 

ARTICLE XXX INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 

1 All right and title to UGARF Intellectual Property shall belong to UGARF and shall 
be subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 
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2 All right and title to DOE Intellectual Property shall belong to DOE and shall not be 
subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

3 All right and title to Joint Intellectual Property shall belong jointly to UGARF and 
DOE. UGARF and DOE shall agree on the procedure to be used for the protection 
of Joint Intellectual Property. 

4 UGARF shall promptly and fully disclose to DOE any UGARF and/or Joint 
Intellectual Property. Within ninety (90) days of such disclosure, DOE shall notify 
UGARF in writing whether DOE wants to exercise its option to obtain a license, 
and, if it does so elect, DOE shall designate in such notice the countries in which it 
desires for UGARF to pursue such protection for the Intellectual Property. 

5 If DOE notifies UGARF within said ninety (90) day period that it wants UGARF to 
pursue protection for the UGARF Intellectual Property, UGARF shall promptly 
prepare, file, and prosecute any U.S. or foreign applications requested by DOE to be 
filed to protect the UGARF Intellectual Property. DOE shall bear all costs incurred 
in connection with such preparation, filing and prosecution and the maintenance of 
U.S. and foreign application(s). DOE shall cooperate with UGARF to assure that 
such application(s) will cover, to the best of DOE’s knowledge, all items of 
commercial interest and importance. UGARF shall be primarily responsible for 
making decisions regarding the scope and content of such application(s) and the 
prosecution thereof. DOE shall be given an opportunity to review and comment 
upon such application(s). UGARF shall keep DOE advised as to all developments 
with respect to such application(s) and shall promptly supply DOE with copies of 
all papers received and filed in connection with the prosecution thereof in sufficient 
time for DOE to comment thereon. 

6 If DOE notifies UGARF within said ninety (90) day period, then DOE shall have 
eight (8) months after the date of filing in the United Slates of an application for 
protection of the UGARF Intellectual Property in which to designate in writing to 
UGARF countries which: (i) are signatories to the Patent Cooperation Treaty and 
(ii) were not designated in said notice in which DOE desires UGARF to pursue 
protection for the UGARF Intellectual Property. UGARF shall be free to pursue, at 
UGARF’s cost, protection for the UGARF Intellectual Property in any country that 
DOE has not designated. 

7 If DOE does notify UGARF within said ninety (90) day period, but later decides 
that it no longer wants to pursue protection for the UGARF Intellectual Property in 
any country or in a specific country, then UGARF shall be free to pursue, at 
UGARF’s cost, protection for the UGARF Intellectual Property in the countries in 
which DOE no longer wants to pursue protection for the UGARF Intellectual 
Property. 
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8 DOE does not notify UGARF within said ninety (90) day period, then UGARf shall 
be free to pursue protection for the UGARF Intellectual Property in any and all 
countries. 

ARTICLE XXXI- GRANT OF RIGHTS 


Subject to DOE; (i) informing UGARF that it wants to acquire an exclusive license, and 
(ii) complying with all of its obligations under this Agreement, UGARF shall grant IX)E 
an option to acquire an exclusive license to use, manufacture, and sell the UGARF and/or 
Joint Intellectual Property. The period of DOE’s Option shall commence on the date 
Intellectual Property is disclosed and shall tenninate ninety (90) days after the date of 
disclosure. The license shall require DOE to defend, hold harmless, and indenurify 
UGARF against all claims or damages arising out of the commercial exploitation of any 
UGARF Intellectual Properly or Joint Intellectual Property. The license agreertient shall 
include: (i) reasonable royalty rates in accordance with industry standards and (ii) 
reasonable terms of exclusivity including, but not limited to, the retention of a license by 
UGARF to use the UGARF and Joint Intellectual Property for research and educational 
purposes. The license shall further include terms and conditions typically found in license 
agreements entered into between universities and companies and involving similar 
Intellectual Property. All such terms and conditions shall be negotiated in good faith by 
UGARF and DOE. 

ARTICLE XXXIl - LIMITED WARRANTY 

UGARF represents and warrants that it has the right and authority to enter into this 
Agreement and that neither the execution of this Agreement nor the performance of its 
obligations hereimder will constitute a breach of the terms and provisions of any other 
agreement to which UGARF is a party. UGARF makes no representations whatsoever 
that UGARF Intellectual Property or Joint Intellectual Property may be exploited by 
DOE, its subsidiaries or affiliates, pursuant to any license granted to DOE under Article 8 
hereof, without infringing other patents. 

ARTICLE XXXIIl - RELATIONSHIP WITH SR CONTRACTORS 

1 . The Participant shall provide and receive assistance from the SR Lead Contractor and 
its subcontractors as mutually agreed to by DOE and UGARF. 

2. The Participant shall develop and implement with DOE input and concurrence 
Memorandums of Understanding with the SR Lead Contractor and other contractors. 

3. The SREL will enter into a partnership agreement with the Savannah River National 
Laboratory (SRNL). The partnership agreement with SRNL ivill seek to provide 
opportxmities to utilize SREL’s scientific expertise and environmental research 
knowledge. 
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ARTICLE XXXIV - NATIONAL POLICY .ASSURANCES (MAY 2006) 

To the extent that a term does not apply to a particular type of activity or award, it 
is self-deleting. 

I. Nondiscrimination Policies 

Y ou must comply with applicable provisions of the following national policies 
prohibiting discrimination; 

1 . On the basis of race, color, or national origin, in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1 964 
(42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.), as implemented by DOE regulations at 10 CFR part 1040; 

2. On the basis of sex or blindness, in Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1 972 (20 
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.), as implemented by DOE regulations at lOCFR parts 1041 and 1042; 

3. On the basis of age, in the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.), as 
implemented by Department of Health and Human Services regulations at 45 CFR part 90 
and DOE regulations at 10 CFR part 1040; 

4. On the basis of disability, in Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 794), as implemented by Department of Justice regulations at 28 CFR part 
4 1 and DOE regulations at 1 0 CFR part 1041; 

5. On the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, disability, familial status, and 
sex under Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq.) as implemented 
by the Department of Housing and Urban Development at 24 CFR part 100; and 

6. On the basis of disability in the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4151 el seq.) for the design, construction, and alteration of buildings and facilities 
financed with Federal funds. 

II. Environmental Policies 

You must: 

1 . Comply with applicable provisions of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 , et. 
seq.) and Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251, et. seq.), as implemented by 
Executive Order 1 1738 [3 CFR, 1971-1975 Comp., p. 799] and Environmental 
Protection Agency rules at 40 CFR part 32, Subpart J. 

2. Inunediately identify to us, as the awarding agency, any potential impact that you 
find this award may have on: 

a. The quality of the human environment, including wetlands, and 
provide any help we may need to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, at 42 U.S.C. 4321 et. seq.) and 
assist us to prepare Environmental Impact Statements or other 
environmental documentation. In such cases, you may take no action 
that will have an adverse environmental impact (e.g., physical 
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disturbance of a site such as breaking of ground) or limit the choice of 
reasonable alternatives until we provide written notification of Federal 
compliance with NEPA, as implemented by DOE at 10 CFR part 1021 . 

b. Flood-prone areas, and provide any help we may need to comply with 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et. seq.), which require flood 
insurance, when available, for Federally assisted construction or 
acquisition in flood-prone areas, as implemented by DOE at 10 CFR 
part 1022. 

c. Use of land and water resources of coastal zones, and provide any help 
we may need to comply with the Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451, et. seq.). 

d. Coastal barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts and Great Lakes’ 
shores, and provide help we may need to comply with the Coastal 
Barriers Resource Act (16 U.S.C. 3501 et. seq.), concerning 
preservation of barrier resources. 

e. Any existing or proposed component of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers system, and provide any help we may need to comply with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.). 

f. Underground sources of drinking water in areas that have an aquifer 
that is the sole or principal drinking water source, arid provide any help 
we may need to comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 
300h-3). 

3. Comply with applicable provisions of the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning 
Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 4821-4846), as implemented by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development at 24 CFR part 35. The requirements 
concern lead-based paint in housing owned by the Federal Government or 
receiving Federal assistance. 

4. Comply with section 6002 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 
1 976, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6962), and implementing regulations of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 40 CFR Part 247, which require the 
purchase of recycled products by States or political subdivision of States. 

HI. Live Organisms 

1. Human research subjects. You must protect the rights and welfare of 
individuals that participate as human subjects in research under this award in 
accordance with the Common Federal Policy for the Protection of Human 
Subjects (45 CFR part 46), as implemented by DOE at 10 CFR part 745. 

2. Animals and plants. 

a. You must comply with applicable provisions of Department of 
Agriculture rules at 9 CFR parts 1-4 that implement the Laboratory 
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.4nimal Welfare .Act of 1966 (7 U.S.C. 2131-2156} and provide for 
humane transportation, handling, care, and treatment of animals used 
in research, experimentation, or testing under this award. 

b. You must follow the guidelines in the National Academy of Sciences 
(NAS) Publication “Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory 
Animals” (1996, which may be found currently at 
htlp://www.nap.edu/readjngroom/books/Iabrats/) and comply with the 
Public Health Service Policy and Government principles Regarding the 
Care and use of animals (included as Appendix D to the NAS Guide). 

c. You must immediately identify to us, as the awarding agency, any 
potential impact that you find this award may have on endangered 
species, as defined by the Endangered Species Act of 1 973, as 
amended (“the Act,” 16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), and implementing 
regulations of the Departments of the Interior (50 CFR parts 10-24) 
and Commerce (50 CFR parts 217-227). You also must provide any 
help we may need to comply with 16 U.S.C. 1536(a)(2). This is not in 
lieu of responsibilities you have to comply with provisions of the Act 
that apply directly to you as a U.S. entity, independent of receiving this 
award. 

IV. Other National Policies 

1. Debarment and suspension. You must comply with requirements regarding 
debarment and suspension in Subpart C of 2 CFR part 1 80, as adopted by DOE 
at 10 CFR part 606. 

2. Drug-free workplace. You must comply tvilh drug-free workplace 
requirements in Subpart B of 10 CFR part 607, which implements 

sec. 5 1 5 1 -5 1 60 of the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1 988 (Pub. L. 1 00-690, 

Title V, Subtitle D; 41 U.S.C. 701, et seq.) 

3. Lobbying, 

a. You must comply with the restrictions on lobbying in 31 U.S.C. 1352, 
as implemented by DOE at 10 CFR part 601, and submit all 
disclosures required by that statute and regulation. 

b. If you are a nonprofit organization described in section 501(c)(4) of 
title 26, United States Code (the Internal Revenue Code of 1968), you 
may not engage in lobbying activities as defined in the Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1 995 (2 U.S.C., Chapter 26). If we determine that 
you have engaged in lobbying activities, we will cease all payments to 
you under this and other awards and terminate the awards unilaterally for 
material failure to comply with the award terms and conditions. By 


21 



257 


Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC094)7SR2250S 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

submitting an application and accepting funds under this agreement, you 
assure that you are not an organization described in section 50 1 (c)(4) 
that has engaged in any lobbying activities described in the Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1611). 

c. You must comply with the prohibition in 18 U.S.C. 1913 on the use of 
Federal funds, absent express Congressional authorization, to pay 
directly or indirectly for any service, advertisement or other wrinen 
matter, telephone communication, or other device intended to 
influence at any time a Member of Congress or official of any 
government concerning any legislation, law, policy, appropriation, or 
ratification. 

4. Officials not to benefit. You must comply with the requirement that no member of 
Congress shall be admitted to any share or part of this agreement, or to any benefit 
arising from it, in accordance with 41 U.S.C. 22. 

5. Hatch Act. If applicable, you must comply with the provisions of the Hatch Act (5 
U.S.C. 1501-1508 and 7324-7326), as implemented by the Office of Personnel 
Management at 5 CFR part 151, which limits political activity of employees or 
officers of State or local governments whose employment is connected to an activity 
financed in whole or part with Federal funds. 

6. Native American graves protection and repatriation. If you control or possess 
Native American remains and associated funerary objects, you must comply with the 
requirements of 43 CFR part 1 0, the Department of the Interior implementation of 
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C., 
chapter 32). 

7. Fly America Act. You must comply with the International Air Transportation Fair 
Competitive Practices Act of 1974 (49 U.S.C. 40118), commonly referred to as the 
“Fly America Act,” and implementing regulations at 41 CFR 301-10.131 through 
301-10.143. The law and regulations require air transport of people or property to, 
from, between or within a country other than the United States, the cost of which is 
supported under this award, to be performed by or under a cost-sharing 
arrangement with a U.S. flag carrier, if service is available. 

8. Use of United States-flag vessels. 

a. Pursuant to Pub. L. 664 (43 U.S.C. 1241(b)), at least 50 percent of any 
equipment, materials or commodities procured, contracted for or otherwise 
obtained with funds under this award, and which may be transported by ocean 
vessel, must be transported on privately owned United States-flag commercial 
vessels, if available. 

b. Within 20 days following the date of loading for shipments originating within 
the United Stales or within 30 working days following the date of loading for 
shipments originating outside the United States, a legible copy of a rated, “on- 
board” commercial ocean bill-of-lading in English for each shipment of cargo 
described in paragraph 9.a of this section shall be furnished to both our award 
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administrator (through you in the case of your contractor’s bilfof-lading) and 
to the Division of National Cargo, Office of Market Development, Maritime 
Administration, Washington, DC 20590. 

9. Research misconduct. You must comply with the government-wide policy on 
research misconduct issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy 
(available in the Federal Register at 65 FR 76260, December 6, 2000, or on the 
Internet at www.ostp.eovf . as implemented by DOE at 1 0 CFR part 733 and 1 0 
CFR 600.31. 

10. Requirements for an Institution of Higher Education Concerning Military 
recruiters and Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC). 

a. As a condition for receiving funds under an award by the National Nuclear 
Security Administration of the Department of Energy, you agree that you are not 
an institution of higher education that has a policy or practice placing any of the 
restrictions specified in 10 U.S.C. 983. as implemented by 32 CFR part 216, on: 

i. Maintenance, establishment, or operation of Senior ROTC units, or 
student participation in those units; or 

ii. Military recruiters’ access to campuses, students on campuses, or 
information about students. 

b. If you are determined, using the procedures in 32 CFR part 2 1 6, to be such an 
instimtion of higher education during the period of performance of this award, we: 

i. Will cease all payments to you of funds under this award and all other 
awards subject to the requirements in 32 CFR part 2 1 6; and 

ii. May suspend or terminate those awards unilaterally for material failure 
to comply with the award terms and conditions. 

11. Historic preservation. You must identify to us any: 

a. Any property listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

that will be affected by this award, and provide any help we may need, with 
respect to this award, to comply with Section 1 06 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f), as implemented by the Advisoiy 
Council on Historic Preservation regulations at 36 CFR part 800 and Executive 
Order 1 1 593, “Identification and Protection of Historic Properties,” [3 CFR, 1971- 
1975 Comp., p. 559]. 

b. Potential under this award for irreparable loss or destruction of significant 

scientific, prehistorical, historical, or archeological data, and provide any help we 
may need, with respect to this award, to comply with the Archaeological and 
Historic Preservation Act of 1 974 ( 1 6 U.S.C. 469a- 1 , et seq.). 

12. Relocation and real property acquisition. You must comply with applicable 
provisions of 49 CFR part 24, which implements the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601, et seq.) and 
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provides for fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced by federally assisted 
programs or persons whose property is acquired as a result of such programs. 

13. CoDfidentiality of patient records. You must keep confidential any records that you 
maintain of the identity, diagnosis, prognosis, or treatment of any patient in connection 
with any program or activity relating to substance abuse education, prevention, training, 
treatment, or rehabilitation that is assisted directly or indirectly under this award, in 
accordance with 42 U.S.C. 290dd-2. 

14. Constitution Day. You must comply with Public Law 108-447, Div. J, Title I, Sec. 1 1 1 
(36 U.S.C. 106 note), which requires each educational institution receiving Federal 
fimds in a Federal fiscal year to hold an educational program on the United States 
Constitution on September 17th during that year for the students served by the 
educational institution. 

V. National Policy Requirements for Subawards. 

Participant responsibility. You must include in any subaward you make under 
this award the requirements of the national policy requirements in Sections I 
through IV of this document that apply, based on the type of subawardee 
organization and situation. 

In addition National Policy Requirements the provisions listed below shall 
continue to be adhered to: 

(1) Copeland “Anti-Kickback” Act (18 U.S.C. 874 and 40 U.S.C. 276c) 

(2) Davis-Bacon, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a to a-7) 

(3) Contract Work Hour and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 327-333) 

(4) Rights to Inventions Made under a Contract or Agreement 

ARTICLE XXXV -DOF DIRECTIVES 

In recognition that this cooperative agreement is being performed on a 
Government site and utilizing Government real property, the Participant agrees to 
comply with all requirements promulgated by Federal, state and local laws, 
statutes, and regulations unless formal relief to the regulation has been granted by 
the appropriate regulatory authority. In addition, the Participant agrees to develop 
and maintain a list of DOE directives with which compliance will be maintained. 
The initial list and any subsequent changes will be approved by the DOE 
Contracting Officer. 

The Government expects the Participant to be cost-effective and recognizes that 
industry/university standards or directives may provide an alternate means of 
achieving the goals of DOE directives. Therefore, the Participant is encouraged 
to obtain DOE approval for exemptions/deviations to DOE directives and 
requirements in order to apply industry/university standards and practices or to 
develop its own innovative practices/procedures to reduce costs and improve 
efficiency. If an exemption/deviation process is not specifically provided by a 
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DOE directive, the Participant shall obtain DOE approval to deviate from the 
directive. 

New or revised DOE directives shall be forwarded to the Participant by the 
Contracting Officer or designee via a formal Contract Administration Notice 
(CAN). The Participant shall have 10 calendar days to respond to DOE with a 
determination of applicability. If DOE and the Participant are in agreement that 
the list of DOE directives needs revision, then the Participant shall revise and 
submit the list to DOE for approval within 20 calendar days of that agreement. 
The Participant shall implement the revised list of DOE directives within 90 
calendar days of DOE approval. Additional time may be requested if necessary. 

ARTICLE XXXVI . PRECEDENCE OF REQUIREMENTS 

Unless otherwise specifically stated in a special provision these provisions are not 
intended to take precedence over any other requirements found in regulations, DOE 
Orders, etc., and do not take precedence over requirements of statutory law. Any apparent 
contradiction of statutory law stated herein should be presumed to be in error until the 
Participant has sought and received clarification from the Contracting Officer, 

ARTICLE XXXVn- AGREEMENT ON BUY AMERICAN ACT 
REQUIREMENTS 

1 . In accepting this award, the Participant agrees to comply with sections 2 through 4 of 
the Act of March 3, 1993 (41 U.S.C. lOa-lOc, popularly known as the “Buy American 
Act”). The Participant should review the provisions of the Act to ensure that 
expenditures made under this award arc in accordance with it. 

2. It is the sense of the Congress of the United States that only American-made 
equipment and products should be purchased with financial assistance provided under 
this award. 

ARTICLE XXXVm - BONDING AND INSURANCE 

The Participant shall comply with the bonding and insurance requirements specified in 10 
CFR 600.148(c). 
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ARTICLE XXXIX - APPENDICES 

The following Appendices are attached hereto and made a part of this Agreement: 
Appendix A - Project Description 
Appendix B - Budget Plan 
Appendix C - Reports and Plans 
Appendix D - Government-Owned Property 
Appendix E - Government-Owned Buildings Assigned to SREL 
Appendix F — SREL Safety Manual 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) Program 


1. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTICIPANT 

The primary purpose of this agreement is to provide the public with an independent 
evaluation of the ecological effects of Savannah River Site (SRS) operations on the 
environment through a program of ecological research, education and outreach. This 
program of environmental research emphasizes expanding the understanding of 
ecological processes and principles that are needed to address enviroiunental problems in 
the Southeastern coastal plain. 

The secondary purpose of this effort is to evaluate ecological resources and apply 
ecological scieiKC to understanding SRS environmental problems. The independent 
evaluation will be used to validate characterizations performed by other Site contractors 
and subcontractors. It is in the best interests of the public to be provided with an 
independent academic assessment of the impact of Site operations on the environment. 

This is a continuation of a long-term program of research in basic and applied ecology as 
well as research on the fate of various contaminants and the effects of other stressors on 
biological communities. In addition to the research, SREL provides environmental 
education and training programs, which are supervised by internationally recognized 
ecologists, for students and faculty members from various colleges and universities 
around the nation. A function of the laboratory is to conduct environmental studies 
relevant to SRS operations and DOE programs. The work performed by SREL is 
significant to the public and DOE as it provides a further understanding of the 
environmental effects of SRS operations. 

r — 

A. SREL Program 

1. SREL will assess the impact of Site operations on the environment, and will 
continue to provide the public and DOE with an independent view of the 
environmental management of the SRS. 

2. SREL will continue basic and applied environmental research with emphasis upon 
expanding the understanding of ecological processes and principles, and upon 
evaluating the impacts of Site activities, new missions, and land use practices on 
the environment. 

3. SREL will use the information collected in the envirotunental research to develop 
and test hypotheses that will contribute to the scientific foundation necessary to 
conduct meaningful ecological risk assessments and to understand the 
environmental consequences of energy technologies, remediation efforts, and 
other SRS activities. 
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4. SREL public outreach and communication programs will focus on the SRS 
environroeat and SREL ecological research to increase the public’s understanding 
of scientific issues affecting the Site and to increase general ecological awareness. 

5. SREL will maintain ecological data bases for use by the public, SRS, 
governmental, academic, and private organizations. These databases incorporate 
more than 50 years of data collection on the SRS and provide a resource for 
understanding changes impacting ecosystems on the SRS and elsewhere in the 
southeastern United States. 

6. SREL will serve as the point-of-contact for the “DOE Research Set-Aside” areas 
that are protected from Site impacts so that they are available for environmental 
research and can serve to establish representative standards for comparison to 
impacted areas on the SRS. Currently SRS has 30 “set-aside” areas. SREL tvill 
also continue to promote the role of the SRS as a National Environmental 
Research Park. 

7. Through its research and public outreach programs, SREL will increase scientific 
understanding in the general areas of environmental characterization, ecological 
risk assessment, and environmental remediation and restoration. This will require 
research on topics such as terrestrial and aquatic ecology, environmental 
chemistry, molecular ecology and genetics, microbial ecology, radiation ecology, 
and ecotoxicology. SREL will also continue to communicate and coordinate with 
SRS contractors and the public on these issues. 

8. SREL will continue to serve as a regional resource for scientific expertise and 
environmental research. SREL staff scientists will continue to provide special 
technical expertise to other Site contractors, area stakeholders, other researchem, 
and the public. SREL will also continue to collaborate with scientists from other 
institutions. 

9. SREL scientists will work closely with SRS personnel to assist DOE and other 
SRS contractors in making wise and informed decisions concerning land and 
facilities management SREL will continue to publish its scientific findings in 
peer-reviewed scientific journals to aid the public and to assist DOE in making 
policy decisions by providing a basis of independent, verifiable science. 

B. University/Laboratoiy Cooperative Programs 

SREL will provide stipend support to college undergraduates, graduate students, and 
visiting faculty investigators to conduct research on the Savannah River Site in 
association with ongoing enviroranentai research studies. The objective of the 
progranr will be to provide participants, including minority students and Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities, with an opportuni^ to pursue ecological research 
and training under the direction and supervision of SREL scientific staff members. 


A-3 



265 


Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC094I7SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 


C. The Participant wijl operate and maintain the SREL facilities on the SRS to efficiently 
and successfully perform the research, education and outreach programs described in 
this project description. 

D. Construction of facilities. 

UGARF will be responsible for management and engineering services for the 
planning, design and construction of approved projects as may be required to repair, 
modify or upgrade existing facilities or construct new facilities, not to include line 
item projects, necessary to support the UGARF scope of work, as approved by the 
Contracting Officer and appropriate DOE program personnel. 

II. SUBSTANTIAL INVOLVEMENT BETWEEN DOE AND THE PARTICIPANT 

Substantial involvement is anticipated between UGARF and DOE during the period 
of performance of this cooperative agreement because DOE will share in the 
responsibilities for selecting research to be performed, long-range planning, review of 
scientific progress, defining interfaces between UGARF and other activities on the 
SRS, and project direction. The SREL complex is composed of U.S. Government- 
titled buildings and equipment, and DOE will continue to provide the UGARF with 
facilities and equipment on the SRS for this program. 

DOE ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES: The Project Officer or his designee shall 
coordinate the day-to-day technical and administrative activities with the Participant. 
DOE will interact to assure that plans developed by UGARF to accomplish its 
program objectives are maintained to appropriately protect Site security and ES&H 
requirements. DOE will monitor the participant's performance through reporting 
requirements established in the agreement. Additionally, DOE will provide 
consultation, technical coordination and management surveillance. Finally, DOE will 
collaborate with the participant in funding and rebudgeting decisions. 

The substantial involvement by DOE under this cooperative agreement will remain 
for the term of the cooperative agreement award, unless otherwise amended. 
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Budget Plan 
For 

Savannah River Ecology Laboratory Program 
(Budget Period : October 1, 2006 through September 30, 2007) 


Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-96SR18546 
University Of Georgia Research Foundation, Inc. 

CATEGORY DOE SHARE UGARF SHARE 


Personnel Salaries 

$3,000,000 

$719,352 

Staff Benefits 

$740,000 

$177,509 

Travel 

$70,000 

$ 0 

Equipment 

$50,000 

$ 0 

Supplies 

$485,000 

$ 0 

Subcontracts 

$50,000 

$ 0 

Student Aid 

$5,000 

$ 0 

Other Direct Costs 

$92,040 

$ 0 

Total Direct Costs 

$4,492,040 

$896,861 

Indirect Costs 

$507,960 

$103,139 

TOTAL APPROVED 
BUDGET 

$5,000,000 

$1,000,000 
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BUDGET PLAN FOR THE SAVANNAH RIVER ECOLOGY LABORATORY 


CATEGORY 


1. SALARIES AND WAGES 

$3,000,000 


A. Administrative & Faculty 

8 FTEs 

$800,000 

Positions 

Assoc Director 


$85,000 - 140,000 

Admin Financial Director 


$60,000-110,000 

Sr. Research Scientist 


$75,000- 150.000 

Assoc. Research Scientist 


$60,000-110,000 

Assist. Research Scientist 


$55,000 - 85,000 


B. Indirect Personnel (Classified) 25 FTEs 

Positions 

$885,000 

Admin. Assoc. 

$23,100-42,300 

Admin. Assoc. I 

$23,100-42,300 

Web Develop. Assoc 

$25,900-51,300 

Admin. Specialist 

$31,000-58,500 

Envir. Safety Mgr. 

$42,800 - 80,600 

Bldg Services Worker 

$18,500-33.900 

Grounds Keeper II 

$17,600-31,300 

Accounting Assist. Ill 

$21,400-39,300 

IT Assoc Dir 

$42,400- 105,900 

Budget Analyst II 

$27,500-51,700 

Admin Mgr II 

$40,775 - 76,790 

Facilities Mgr 1 

$31,800-60,000 

Sys. Admin Assoc. 

$29,100 - 70,500 

Property Control Coord. 

$24,900 - 46,900 

Electrical Distrib. Inspector 

$27,500-51,700 

Accountant III 

$31,900-60.000 

HR Specialist I 

$24,890 - 46,970 

Program Specialist II 

$30,000 - 54,800 

HVAC- Refirig. Mechanic 

$24,900- 46,900 

Sc Computing Pro. Spec 

$30,000-76,100 


C. Postdoctoral Associate 3 FTEs $90,000 
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D. Technical Personnel (Classified) 

26 FTEs 

$1,150,000 

Positions 

Research Technician II 

Research Technician III 

Research Professional I 

Research Professional II 

Research Professional III 

Research Professional IV 


$ 20,400 - 37,400 
$24,300-45,700 
$ 28,200 - 53,000 
$33,500-63,000 
$ 39,800 - 75,000 
$ 47,300 - 89,000 

E. Graduate Research Assistants 

5 FTEs 

$75,000 

2. STAFF BENEFITS 


$740,000 


SREL has based its staff benefits costs on yearly data charged against the DOE account. 
Data are provided on a monthly basis from UGA. The total charges each year have been 
approximately 25 percent of total wages and salaries. The projected salaries in FY 2007 
are $3,000,000 and the projection for the benefits is $740,000. 


3. TRAVEL $70,000 

This is the projection for travel costs for SREL personnel for the course of the FY to carry 
out administrative and research tasks described in the program plan (Appendix A), This is 
based on previous years’ data which has been constant over the last several years. This 
includes a small amount of foreign travel since most travel outside the US is funded by 
UGA State funds or other non-DOE accounts. 


4. EQUIPMENT $50,000 

This is projected for funds expended on items less than $25,000 and greater than $5,000. 
SREL purchases very few items each year which are categorized as CE under the DOE 
guidelines. In past years we have had matching funds from UGA for these CE purchases. 
Anticipated equipment purchases in FY07 include: an autoclave ($20K), two 
themocyclers for ecological genetics ($40K each), and a microscope to support 
environmental microbiology research ($10K). 
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5. SUPPLIES S485,000 

These costs are for expendable items purchased by SREL in the course of the work. This 
would include such items as chemical, computer supplies, small research instruments, etc. 
Costs are based on historical data and budgetary limitations. 

6. SUBCONTRACTS $50,000 

SREL has plans to subcontract with one university in FY2007,The contracts will be for 
cooperative research and will implement the terms of a Memorandum of Understanding 
that SREL has developed with the University of South Carolina for remediation research 
on the SRS. 


7. STUDENT AID 1 FTE $5,000 

The SREL supports graduate students conducting research in the area relevant to the DOE 
mission. These are either doctoral or master’s level personnel who have completed all 
course work and are conducting full-time research towards their degree. 


8. OTHER DIRECT COSTS $92,040 

SREL has annually separated out the costs needed to operate general laboratory programs 
These funds are non-research related and are part of the service function of the lab. These 
costs are projected based on prior years’ records and budget needs. These costs are 
associated with the grounds and maintenance programs, custodial costs exclusive of 
salaries and benefits, safety program for SREL, computer center operation, and 
administrative services such as accounting, payroll, etc. The following is a detailed 
breakdown of these costs. 


A. Maintenance orders on centralized equipment $3,000 

B. SREL seminar program $7,000 

C. Copying equipment rental $8,040 

D. Computer license fees $5,000 

E. Photographic services $1,000 

F. Publication costs $5,000 

G. Repair, replacement of fixed equipment $ 1 8,000 

H. Vehicle costs for general use ( includes lease , repair and gas charges) $5,000 

I. Mailing costs ( USPS, FedEX, UPS) $4,000 

J. Minor construction and renovation $3,000 

K. Computer center operation (supplies, software, & new hardware) $26,000 

L. Custodial and grounds costs $5,000 

M. Safety program costs (supplies and training) $2,000 

Sub-Tolal $92,040 
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APPENDIX C 

DOE F 4600.2 Federal Assistance Reporting Checklist (page un-numbered), continuation 
page to checklist, page C-2/w instructions (pages numbered 2 thru 1 5) 
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5C6'46i»2 


U.S. 0«parfm«nt of Energy 
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE REPORTING CHECKLIST 
AND INSTRUCTIONS 



i 2. Pfogram/ProjeaTitie: 

; DE-fCO9-O65R22506 

1 Savannah River Ea^y Laboratory (5R£L) Program 

i 

3- Recipient 


Univ«s)ty of Georgia Research Foundanm, Inc. 


622A Boyd Graduate Research Center 


.Athens, GA 30602-7411 



4. Reporting Re«}uir<rm«»ts; 

A. MANAGEMENT REPORTING 
13 Progress Report 
S special Status Report 
B- SCIENTlFICyTECHMCALREPORTLNG 

(Reporu/Producis must be submined with a{^priatc DOE F 241 . nte 241 (bnns 
are available at wv>-w.osti.gov, elink.l 

Repon/Produci Form 

H Final Scientific/Technical Report DOE F 241 .3 

Q Conference papers/proceedings* DOEF24U 

Q Sofbwe/Manual DOE F 241 4 

Q Other (see special instruebom) DOE F 241 .3 

* Saeniifie and technical canfirenees only 

C. FINANCIAL REPORTING 
Q SF'269, Financial Status Report 

13 SF'269A, Financial Status Report (Short Form) 

Q SF>272, Federal Cash Transaetioru Report 

D. CLOSEOUT REPORTING 
g} Patent Certification 

g| Property CenificanoR 
D Other 

t. OTHER REPORTING 
S Annual indirect Cost Proposal 
S Annual htveniory of Federally Owned Pm y erty, if any 
Q Other 


Electninic 
Version to 
E-tink> 


Addressees 


hWo:/Aww.osti.QOV/etink-2413 
h«D://www.osti.oov/eiink-2413 
hKp:/Awvw.osti.oov/estsc/24 1 - 
4pre-isp 


FTSfl>Nm..PC^(30V 


FTgftNgT^.POe.SQV 


rrs«NFn^POE sov 


FREQUENCY CODES AND DUE DATES: 

A - As required; see artached teat for applicability. 

FG - Final; within nuiety (90) calendar days after the pre^t period. 

Q - Quaneiiy; within ihiny (30) calendar days after end ofibe calendar quarter or portion thereof. 
S - Semiannuany. within thirty (30) calendar days after end of project yew and half>ye» 

YF Yearly; 90 days after the end of the project year. 

YP- Yearly Property -due 13 days afterperiod ending 9/30. 


5. Special Instructions: 


The forms identified in the checklist are available at hm>:/.'er»its.Dr.doe.gov. Altenute formats are acceptable provided the c< 
wiih the form. 

See Federal Assistance Reporting Inscucrion on the following page. 
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(CONTINUATION OF DOE F 4600.2) 

REPORTS AND PLANS 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE REPORTING CHECKLIST 
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA RESEARCH FOUNDATION, INC. 


Programmatic Reporting 

Reprints and conference papers 
Manuscripts, foreign travel reports, etc. 

Budget and Financial Reporting : 

Cost Report (by Element of Expense) 

Account Status Report 
Progress Tracking System Report 
Budget Formulation 

Schedule/exhibits as required by the call letter 
Property: 

Annual Report of Issued Scientific Technical 
Information Documents 


ADDRESSES 


a 

DOE-SR 
Christine Corbin 
Contract Specialist 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 


b 

DOE-SR 
Mr. Dennis Ryan 
Project Officer 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 


Freauenev 

Addresses 

A 

l-a, 1-b 

A 

1-b 


M 

l-a, 1-c, 1-f 

M 

l-a, l-c 

M 

l-a, 1 -c 

Y 

lea, a, b, c 

Y 

l-a, 1-d, l-e 


DOE-SR 

Plaiming & Budget Division 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 


d 

DOE-SR 

Program Support & 

Federal Human Resources 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 


e 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Scientific and 
Technical Information 
P.O. Box 62 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831 


f 

DOE-SR 
Finance Division 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29801 


C-2 



274 


TKE FOLLOWING CLAUSES CORRESPOND WITH THE REPORTS INDICATED IN THE 
CHECKLIST AND WILL BE INCLUDED IF REQUIRED UNDER THE AWURD, THE CONTRACT 
SPECIALIST SHOULD REMOVE THE CLAUSES BELOW THAT ARE NOT REQUIRED. 

Federal Assistance Reporting Instructions (6/06) 

The Recipient must prepare and submit all scfentific/technical reports (including conference 
papers/proceedings, journal articles, software, and topical reports, if applicable) via E-link at 
http://www.osti.Eov/elfDk-2413 |see specific instructions below regarding form submittal and 
format]. If you have any technical problems with using E-Link or POE Form 2413, calls should be 
directed to OSTI at 86S-576-I223. However, if your question is related to other submission issues, 
you should contact the award administrator identified under block 12 of the DOE F 4600.1 Notice 
of Financial Assistance Award face page. 

For all other reports indicated on the “Federal Assistance Reporting Checklist** (including 
management, financial, closeout and other reporting), the Recipient must prepare and submit these 
via the iutemet at FlTS@NETL.DOE.G O V . 

Successful completion of this award is contingent upon submittal of the reports or items specified on the 
“Federal Assistance Reporting Checklist” in accordance with the following instructions: 

Failure to follow these instructions can delay data entry of the report(s) into the NETL FEDERAL 
INFORMATION TRACKING SYSTEM (FITS) and result in the report being lost or considered 
delinquent. 

The level of detail the Recipient provides In the reports must be commensurate with the scope and 
complexity of the effort and must be as delineated in the guidelines and instructions contained herein. 
The prime Recipient must be responsible for acquiring data from any contractors or sub reapients and 
ensuring that any information submitted is compatible with the requirements of the DOE. 

GUIDELINES FOR ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION AND FILE FORMAT OF NON- 
SCIENTIFIC/TECHNI CAL REPORTS finclu dcs management. RnauciaL closeout and other 
reporting^ 

Production of high quality, electronic documents is dependent on the quality of the input that is provided. 
Thus, the Recipient must submit an electronic version of each report. 

ELECTRONIC REPORTS MUST BE SUBMITTED IN THE ADOBE ACROBAT PORTABLE 
DOCUMENT FORMAT (PDF). ELECTRONIC REPORTS SUBMITTED IN A FORMAT OTHER 
THAN ADOBE WILL BE RETURNED AND THE REPORT CONSIDERED DELINQUENT. IN 
ADDITION, THERE CAN BE NO RESTRICTIONS ON THE PDF FILE SUBMITTED THAT 
WOULD AFFECT OUR ABILITY TO OPEN OR EDIT THE REPORT DOCUMENT. THEREFORE 
THE ONLY SECURITY METHOD THAT WILL BE ACCEPTED IS THE ADOBE ACROBAT “NO ’ 
^CURJTY* OPTION. THIS WILL ENABLE US TO PROPERLY INDEX AND PRIXESS REPORT 


Each report must be one integrated file that contains all text, tables, diagrams, photographs, schematics, 
graphs, and charts. Files must not be write-protected or encrypted in any manner. 

The electronic nie(s) must be submitted via the internet at: FlTS@NETL.DOR nov An e-mail message 
sent in conjunction with the file must contain the following information: 
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DOE Award Number 
Type of Repofi<s) 

Frequency of Report(s) 

Reporting Period (if applicable) 

Name of suiimitting organization 

Name, f^ne number, and fax number of preparer 

A. MANAGEMENT REPORTING fSee Guidelines for Electronic Submission aod File Format 
of Non-Scientific/Technical Reiwiis) 

PROGRESS REPORT 


The Progress Report must provide a concise narrative assessment of the status of work and 

include the following information: 

1 . The DOE award number and name of the recipient. 

2. The project title and name of the project director/principal investigator. 

3. Date of report and period covered by the report. 

4. Executive Summary- A well organized summary that highlights the important 
accomplishments and new knowledge realized from the project during the reporting 
period. It should be no less than one page and no more than two pages in length, and 
should be single spaced. This summary must be more comprehensive than the traditional 
“abstract" and identify noteworthy advancements in research, design, manufacture, or 
commercialization of technology developments. Also, summarize impK>rtant 
breakthroughs that resolve critical science and technology risks or development barriers. 

5. Results of work during reporting period- A detailed discussion of the progress 
performance. The format will be determined by the DOE Project OfHcer. (This section 
should not contain any proprietary or classified data, or other information not subject to 
public release. If such information is important to reporting progress, do not include the 
infoimation in this electronic report Such information MUST be submitted in a separate 
hard-copy appendix to this report as explained under the Supplemental Guidelines 
below). 

A suggested format is: 

Approach - this should describe, or reference all experimental, analytical and fabrication 
methods being used for the research and development efforts. It should also provide 
detail about materials and equipment being used. Standard methods can be referenced to 
the appropriate literature, where details can be obtained. Equipment should be described 
only if it is not standard, or if information is not available through the literature or other 
reference publications. 

Results and Discussion - It is extremely important that this section includes enough 
relevant data, especially statistical data, to allow the project manager to justify the 
conclusions. With the relevant data, explain how the data was interpreted and how it 
relates to the original purpose of the research. Be concise in the discussion on how this 
research effort solved or contributed to solving the original problem. When investigation 
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methods and/or procedures are being utilized for the first lime, they must be described in 
detail. This description must contain detailed information on equipment and procedures 
utilized, as well as providing a rationale for their use and the accuracy of the method. 

Conclusion - The conclusion should not simply reiterate what was already included in the 
Results and Discussion” section. It should, however, summarize what has already been 
presented, and include any logical implications of how the successes are relevant to 
technology development irt the future. This is extremely important, since “relevancy” 
continues to be a criterion of the program. 


6, TTtis section should not contain any trade secrets, business sensitive or classified data, or 
other information not subject to public release. (This section should not contain any 
profffietary or classified data, or other information not subject to public release. If such 
information is important to reporting progress, do not include the information in this 
electronic report. Such information MUST be submitted in a separate hard-copy 
appendix to this report as explained under the SupDlemeptal Guidelines below. 

7. STATUS REPORTING: 

The following two sections of the Progre^ Report are to monitor uncosled obligations 
and project schedule/perforraance. 

COST STATUS 

Tlw Cost Sta^ reports the actual cost status of the award when compared with the 
original Baseline Cost Plan (i.e„ the “Forecasted Cash Needs” originally provided on the 
SF-424A, Section D). 

The s ^est^ format for the Cost Plan/Status follows: 
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Notes: 

The Baseline Cost Plan is the “Forecasted Cash Needs" provided on the original SF- 
d24A, Section D for the current Budget Period (by CaJenrte Year Quarter) and will not 
be changed, if there are variances in the baseline, provide a brief analysis and 
recommendation. 

Adiustine the baseline cost requires agreement of the DOE. 

For Actual Incurred Costs, the recipient will insert the total amount of actual costs 
incurred for the quarterly period being reported, comprised of the DOE share and 
Recipient share. 

The Variance is derived by subtracting the actual rmsts from the planned baseline costs, 
including an analysis explaining the variance. 

MILESTONE STATUS 

The Mileslase Status measures changes in schedule or completion status of the 
originally anticipated (planned) critical path milestones (as set forth in the Milestone Plan 
under Attachment 3-SOPO) and their actual completion dates. 

The Milestone Plan/Status will: 

(1) Identify a set of clearly stated critical path project milestones (as contained under 
Attachment 3, SOPO), 

(2) Clearly depict the actual progress achieved toward planned milestones, 

(3) Identify any individual critical path milestone that was not met during the reporting 
period, and 

(4) Include a summary statement of the rationale for not meeting the milestone, a fiitute 
date (Budget Period, calendar year and quarter) when the milestone will be met. the 
impact to the project of missing the milestone (i.e., schedule slippage, cost growth, 
other), and a plan to get back on schedule. 

A suggested format for the Milestone Plan/Status is provided below; 
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8. A summary of all of the signific^l accomplishments during this reporting period. An 
“accomplishment” is a significant development or finding that advances the state-of-the* 
art with respect to the technology of interest or significantly contributes to the 
understanding of a concc|M or technology. 

9. Actual or anticipated problems or delays and actions taken or plarmed to resolve them. 
Identify any event causing a significant schedule slippage or cost growth; an 
environmental, safety, or health violation; or the achievement of or problems encountered 
for an important performance objective. 

10. A description of any product produced or technolo®(' transfer activities accomplished 
during this reporting period. Identify and describe any activities to transfer rese^dt 
results or developed technology to other research stakeholders or users of the technology, 
such as: 

a. Identify publications (list journal name, volume, issue); conference papers; or other 
public releases of results as required for submission under Conference 
Papers/Proceedings and Journal Articles below. 

b. Website or otho^ Internet sites tlrat reflect the results of this project. 

c. Networks or collaboraticm fostered. 

d. Technologies/r«:hniques. 

. e. Inveniions/Patent Applications. 

f. Other products, such as data or databases, physical collections, audio or video, 
software or netware, models, educational aid or curricula, instruments or equipment 

SPECIAL STATUS REPORT 

The recipient must report the following events to the DOE Project Officer (identified in Block ! 1 of the 
Notice of Financial Assistance Award face i»ge) by e-mail as soon as possible after diey occur. The 
Special Status Report should document the Incidents listed below: 

1 . Developments that have a significant favorable impact on the project 

2, Problems, delays, or adverse conditions which materially impair the recipient’s ability to 
meet the objectives of the award or which may require DOE to respond to questions 
relating to such events from the public The recipient must report any of the following 
incidents and include the anticipated impact and remedial action to be taken to correct or 
resolve the problem/condition: 

a. Any single fatality or injuries requiring hospitalization of five or more 
individuals. 

b. Any significant environmental permit violation. 
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c. Any verbal or vvrinen Notice of Violation of any Environmental, Safety, and 
Health statutes. 

d. Any incident which causes a significant process or ha 2 ard control system failure. 

e. Any event which is anticipated to cause a significant schedule slippage or cost 
inciease. 

f. Any damage to Government-owned equipment in excess of $50,000. 

g. Any cHher incident that has the potential for high visibility in the media. 

h. Any incident which causes a significant process or haczard control system failure, 
or is indicative of one which may lead to any of the above defined incidents, is to 
be reported as soon as possible, but within 5 days of discovery. 

The e-mail correspondence should include: 

1 . Recipient's name and address; 

2. Award title and number; 

3. Date; 

4. Brief statement of problem or event; 

5. Anticipated impacts; and 

6. Corrective action taken or recommended. 

When an event results in the need to issue a written or verbal statement to the local media, the 
statement is to be deared first; if possible, and coordinated with NETL Communications and 
Public Affairs Division, the DOE Project Officer and the Contracting Officer. 

R SCIENTIFICAECHNICAL REPORTING 

Scientific/Technical Reporting Includes: Final Scientific/Tcchnical Report, Topical Reports, 
Conference Papers/Proccedings, Software, and Journal Articles. 

GUIDELINES FOR ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION AND ORGANIZATION OF FINAL 
SCIENTIFIC/TECHNfCAL AND TOPICAL REPORTS 

Electronic Sut^nission. The final scientific/technical report and topical reports must be submitted 
electronically via die DOE Energy Link System (E-Link) at h«D:/Av\vw.osti.gov/ettnk-24 13. 


Electronic Format. REPORTS MUST BE SUBMITTED fN THE ADOBE PORTABLE DOCUMENT 
FO RMAT (PDF) AND BE ONE INTEGRATED PDF FILE THAT CONTAINS ALL TEXT, TABLES, 
DIAGRAMS, PHOTOGRAPHS, SCHEMATIC, GRAPHS, AND CHARTS. ELECTRONIC REPORTS 
SUBMITTED IN A FORMAT OTHER THAN ADOBE WILL BE RETURNED AND THE REPORT 
CONSIDERED DELINQUENT. IN ADDITION, THERE CAN BE NO RESTRJCTfONS ON THE PDF 
FILE SUBMITTED THAT WOULD AFFECT OUR ABILITY TO OPEN OR EDIT THE REPORT 
DOCUMENT. THEREFORE, THE ONLY SECURITY METHOD THAT WILL BE ACCEPTED IS 
the adobe ACROBAT JKi SECURITY^ OPTION . THIS WILL ENABLE US TO PROPERLY 
INDEX AND PROCESS REPORT FILES. 

Materials, such as prints, videos, and books, that are essential to the report but cannot be submitted 
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electronically, should be sent to the DOE Award Administrator at the address listed in Block 12 of 
the Notice of Financial Assistance Award. 

Submittal Form . The report must be accompanied by a completed electronic version of DOE Form 
2413, ‘T.S. Department of Energy (DOE), AoDOuncement of Scientific and Technical Information 
(STI).” You can complete, upload, and submit the DOE F.24 1 .3 online via E-Link. You are encouraged 
not to submit Protected EPAct Information in these electronic technical reports. These technical reports 
must also not contain any Limited Rights Data (such as trade secret, proprietary or business sensitive 
information), classified information, information subject to export control classification, or other 
information not subject to release. Such infcmfnation must be submitted in a separate hard-copy appendix 
to the electronic technical and topical reports as explained under Supplemental Guidelines below. 
Organization. The following sections should be included (as appropriate) in the final scientif!c./technical 
report and topical reports in the sequence shown. Any section denoted by an asterisk is required in ^1 
final technical and topical reports. 

TITLE PAGE* - The Title Page of the report itself must contain the following information in the 
following sequence: 

Report Title 

Type of Report (Final Scientific/Technical or Topical) 

Reporting Period Start Date 
Reporting Period End Dale 
Principal Author(s) 

Date Report was Issued (Month (spelled out] and Year [4 digits]) 

DOE Award Number (e.g., DE-FG26-05NTI2345) and if appropriate, task 
number 

Name and Address of Submitting Organization (This section should also contain 
the name and address of significant subcontractors/sub-recipients participating in 
the production of the report.) 

DISCLAIMER* — The Disclaimer must follow the title page, and most contain the 
following paragraph: 

“This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the 
United States Government. Neither the United States Government nor any 
agency thereof, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or 
implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, 
completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process 
disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. 
Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by trade 
name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or 
imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States 
Goverrunent or any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed 
herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government 
or any agency thereof.” 

ABSTRACT* - should be a brief, concise summary of the report. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS* 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY* - this should be a well organized summary that highlights the 
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important accomplishments of the research during the reporting period. It should be no less than 
one page and no more than two pages in length, and should be single spaced. This summary must 
be more comprehensive than the traditional “atetract.” 

REPORT DETAILS - The body of the final scicntific/technical or topical report should address 
topics such as the following: 

Eiperimenfal methods; Describe, or reference all experimental methods being 
utilized. Also provide detail(s) about materials and equipment used. Standard 
methods should reference the appropriate Ihcrature, where details can be 
obtained. Equipment should be described only if it is not standard, or if 
information is not available thni the literature or other reference publications. 

Results and discussioos: This section should include enough relevant data, 
especially statistical data, to allow the project manager to justify the conclusions. 
Explain how the data was interpreted and how it relates to the original purpose of 
the research. Be concise in the discussion on how this research effort solved or 
contributed to solving the original problem. 

Conclusion : The conclusion should not simply reiterate what was already 
included in “Results and Discussion” but should summarize what has alreacfy 
been presented, and include any logical implications of how the successes are 
relevant to technology development in the future. This is extremely important, 
since “relevancy” continues to be a criterion of the program. 

GRAPHICAL MATERIALS LIST(S) 

REFERENCES 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
APPENDICES OF NECESSARY) 

SUPPLEMENTAL GUIDELINES 

NETL cannot release technical reports that include Limited Rights Data (such as trade secret, 
proprietary or business sensitive information). Thus, if such information is important to technical 
reporting requirements, it must be submitted in a separate appendix to the electronic technical 
report. This appendix MUST NOT be submitted in an electronic format but rather submitted 
separately in TWO GOOD QUALITY PAPER COPIES when the electronic version of the 
sanitized technical report is submitted. The appendix must not be referenced in or incorporated 
into the sanitized technical report deliverable under the award. The af^ndix must be 
appropriately marked and identified. Only the legend provided in the Rights in Data clause in 
this award may be placed on the appendix. The appendix must be sent to: 

NETL AAD DOCUMENT CONTROL 
BUILDING 921 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
NATIONAL ENERGY TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY 
P.O. BOX 10940 
PITTSBURGH, PA 15236-0940 

Further, if this award authorizes the recipient under the provisions of The Energy Policy Act of 
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1992 (EPAct) to request protection from public disclosure for a limited period of time of certain 
information developed under this award, the main body of electronic technical reports MUST 
NOT contain such Protected Information. TWO GOOD QUALITY PAPER COPIES of such 
information must be submitted to the address above in a separate appendix to the saniti 2 ed 
electronic version of the technical repotl. The appendix must not be referenced in or incorporated 
into, the sanitized technical report deliverable under the award. In accordance with the clause 
tilled “Rights in Data-f^roerams Covered Under Special Data Statutes.” the appendix must be 
appropriately marked, including the dale when the period of protection for the data ends, "nie 
EPAct appendix must be appropriately identified with the recipient’s name, award number, t>'pe 
of report (final or topical), and reporting period star! and end dates. 

Company Names and Logos — Except as indicated above, company names, logos, or similar 
material should not be incorporated into reports. 

Copyrighted Material — Copyrighted material should not be submitted as part of a report unless 
written authorization to use such material is received from the copyright owner and is submitted 
to DOE with the report. 

Measurement Units — All reports to be delivered under this instrument must use the SI Metric 
System of Units as the primary units of measure. When reporting units in all reports, primary SI 
units must be followed by their U.S. Customary Equivalents in parentheses ( ). TTie Recipknt 
must insert the text of this clause, including this paragraph, in all subcontracts under this 
award. Note: SI is an abbreviation for "Le Sysiemc International dUnites." 

FINAL SCIENTIFlCyTECHNICAL REPORT 

Hie Final Scientific/Technical Report must document and summarize all work performed during the 
award period in a comprehensive manner. It must also present findings and/or conclusions produced as a 
consequence of this wortc. This report must not merely be a compilation of information contained in other 
reports, but must present that information in an integrated fashion, and shall be augmented with findings 
and conclusions drawn from the research as a whole. 

CONFERENCE PAPERS/PRQCEEDINGS AND JOURNAL ARTICLES 

Content recipient must submit a copy of any conference papers/proceedings, with the 
following information: (1) Name of conference; (2) Location of conference (city, state, and country); 
(3) Date of conference (month/day/year); and (4) Conference sponsor. 

INCLUDE IF THE AWARD IS TO A LARGE BUSINESS ORGANIZATION. 

CONFERENCE , PAPERS, PRO CEEDINGS, AND JOURNAL ARTICLES GENERATED BY 
LARGE BUSINESSES “ 

The Recipient must submit to DOE for review and approval all documents generated by the Recipient, or 
any subcontractor, that is not an educational institution, which communicate the results of scientific or 
technical work supported by DOE under this award, whether or not specifically identified in the award, 
prior to submission for publication, announcement, or presentation. Such documents include conference 
papers, proceedings, and journal articles. The Recipient must submit to DOE for review and comment all 
documents generated by any subcontractor that is an educational institution. Such documents include 
proceedings, and joumai arlfcies. Upon completion of review, the DOE Project 
Officer will notify the Recipient of approval or recommended changes. 
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INCLUDE IF THE AWARD IS TO A SMALL BUSINESS OR NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION, 

CONFERENCE PAPERS. PROCEEDINGS. AND JOURNAL ARTICLES. GENERATED BY A 
SMALL BUSINESS OR NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION 

The Recipient must submit to DOE for review and approval all documents generated by the Recipient, or 
any subcontractor, that is not an educational institution, which communicate the results of scientific or 
technical work supported by EX)E under this award, whether or not specifically identified in the award, 
prior to submission For publication, announcement, or presentation. TTie Recipient must submit to DOE 
for review and comment all documents generated by any subcontractor that is an educational institution. 
Such documents include conference papers, proceedings, and journal articles. Upon completion of 
review, the DOE Project Officer will notify the Recipient of approval or recommended changes. 

INCLUDE IF THE AWARD IS TO A UNIVERSITY OR EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION. 

CONFERENCE PAPERS, PROCEEDINGS. AND JOURNAL ARTICLES. GENERATED BY A 
UNIVERSITY 


The Recipient must submit to DOE for review and comment all documents generated by the Recipient, or 
any subcontractor, that is an educational institution, which communicate the results of scientific or 
technical woric supported by DOE under this award, whether or not specifically identified in the award, 
prior to submission for publication, announcement, or presentation. iSe Recipient must submit to DOE 
for review and approval all documents generat^ by any subcontractor that is not an educational 
institution. Such documents include conference papers, proceedings, and journal articles. Upon 
completion of review, the EXJE Project Officer will notify the Recipient of recommended changes. 

Electron lc_Submiss ton. Sclenliflc/technical conference paper/proreedings must be submitted 
electronically-vin the DOE Energy Link System (E>Link) at hitp;//www.o5ri.eov/elink-2413. Non* 
sdentific/technical conference papers/proceedings must be sent to the NETL Intranet address at: 


Electronic Format. Conference papers/proceedlngs must be submitted in the ADOBE PORTABLE 
DOCUMENT FORMAT (PDF) and be one integrated PDF file (hat contains all text, tables, 
diagrams, photographs, schematic, graphs, and charts. 

Submittal Form. Scientific/technical conference papcrs/proceedings must be accompanied by a 
completed DOE Form 241.3. The form and instructioos are available on E-Link at 
j mp . ://www,o$ri. g ov/etink-24lj . This form is not required for non-scientiflc or non-tecbnical 
conference papers or proceedings. 

INCLUDE IF SOFTWARE IS TO BE DELIVERED. 

SOFTWARE/MANUAL 

Conten^ Unless otherwise specified in the award, the following must be delivered; source code the 
executable object code and the minimum support documentation needed by a competent user to 
understand and use the software and to be able to modify the software in subsequent development efforts. 

EL ectronic Submission . Submissions may be submitted electronicaI!y-via the DOE Energy Link System 


13 



286 


(E-Link) at httD://www.osti-gov/estsc/24]-4pre.i5p . TTiey may also be submitted via regular mail to: 

Energy Science and Technology Software Center 

P.O.Box 1020 

Oak Ridge. TN 37831 

Submittal Form. Each software deliverable and its manual must be accompanied by a completed DOE 
Form 241.4 “Announcement ofU.S. Department of Energy Computer Software.” The forrn and 
instructions are available on E-Link at http:/^^^y^^^osti.Eov,'eslsc/24I-4p^e.isp . 

TOPICAL REPORTS 


Topical reports are intended to provide a comprehensive statement of the technical results of the worfc 
performed for a specific task or subiask of the Statement of Project Objectives, or detail significant new 
scientific or technical advances. Tlie topical report format should follow the guidelines set forth above 
for technical reporting. 

C. FINANCIAL REPORTING 

Recipients must complete the financial reports identified on the Reporting Checklist in accordance with 
the report instructions. These standard forms are available at 
■http:/Avww.whitehouse.eov/omb/grants/index.html . Fillable forms are available at 
http://grants.pr.doe.gQv . 

». CLOSEOUT REPORTING 

FINAL INVENTION AND PATENT REPORT 

The recipient must provide a DOE Form 2050.1 1 . “PATENT CERTIFICATION." This form is - 
available at http://www.directives.doe.gov/pdfs/fonns/20SQ-1 1 .pdf and http://erants.pr.doe.gov . 

PROPERTY CERTIFICATION 

The recipient must provide the Property Certification, including the required inventories of non-exempt 
property locate at http-y/erants.io-.doe.gov . 


E. OTHER REPORTING 

ANNUAL IN DIRECT COST PROPOSAL AND RECONCILIATION 

Requiremern . In accordance with the applicable cost principles, the recipient must submit an annual 
indirect cost proposal, reconciled to its financial statements, within six months after the close of the fiscal 
year, unless the award is based on a predetermined or fixed indirect rate(s), or a fixed amount for indirect 
or facilities and administration (F&A) costs. 

■ PpRnizanl Agenc y. Die recipient must submit its annual indirect cost proposal directly to the cognizant 
agency for negotiating and approving indirect costs. If the DOE awarding office is the cognizant agency, 
submit the annual indirect cost proposal to the DOE Award Administrator identified in Block 1 2 of the 
Notice of Financial Assistance Award. 
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ANNUAL INVENTORY OF FEDERALLY OWNED PROPERTY 

Requirement . If at any time during the award the recipient is provided Government- furnished property or 
acquires property with project funds and the award sp^ifies that the property vests in the Federal 
Government (i.e. federally owned property), the recipient must submit an annual inventory of this 
property to the DOE. Award Administrator identified in Block 1 2 of the Notice of Financial Assistance 
Award no later than October 30*** of each calendar year, to cover an annual reporting pjeriod ending on the 
preceding September 30‘‘‘. 

Conjent of Inventory . The inventory must include a description of the property, tag number, acquisition 
date, location of property, and acquisition cost, if purchased with project flmds. The report must list all 
federally owned property, including property located at subcontractor’s facilities or other locations. 


15 



288 


Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22S06 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09.06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

GOVERNMENT-OWIVED PROPERTY 

Total line items = 1,141 

Total dollar value = $9,361,147 

TAG DESCRIPTION VALUE 

SR09165 4-WHEELER, HONDA FOURTRAX ATV $3,750 

SR09166 4-WHEELER, KAWASAKI 400 ATV $4,999 

SR06287 4- WHEELER, KAWASAKI BAYOU 220 ATV $3,135 

471293 ACID PURIFICATION APPARATUS, BERGHOF/AME-RICA (BOX) $4,600 

541369 ACOUSTIC SPECTROMETER, DISPERSION TECHNOLOGY DT-1200 $56,900 

SRO5802 AERIAL PLATFORM, UP-RIGHT SL26SLDF ■ $23,000 

477156 AIR COMPRESSOR, CORKEN A490K4FBA $6,760 

501800 ALPHA SPECTROSCOPY SYSTEM, CANBERRA NUCLEAR 7401 (3) $9,628 

531884 AMPLIFIER, CANBERRA 9615 (3) (UNTAGGED) $4,245 

500762 AMPLIFIER, EG&G 92X-II SPECTRUM MASTER $7,556 

558969 AMPLIFIER, EG&G ORTEC 92X SPECTRUM MASTER $7,000 

512305 ANAEROBIC CHAMBER, COY LAB TYPE B (4) $9,076 

500524 AQUEOUS SYSTEM, LABCONCO CENTRIVAP (2) $3,917 

485495 AREA METER, CID CI-203 PORTABLE LASER (GREY CASE) $5,385 

553722 AREA METER, DELTA-T (5) $3,655 

464911 ATTENUATOR, NEWPORT 935-5-OPT (3) $6,450 

492536 AUDIO FOR VIDEO CONFERENCER, GENTNER AVT7000 $3,396 

463678 AUTO GAMMA COUNTER, PACKARD 5530 MINIAXI $ 1 9,620 

464442 AUTO GAMMA COUNTER, PACKARD 5530 MINIAXI $22,995 

467986 AUTOCLAVE, MARKET FORGE STM-3L $7,084 

519956 AUTOCLAVE, MARKET FORGE STME $5,397 

519957 AUTOCLAVE, MARKET FORGE STME $5,397 

546495 AUTOCLAVE, MARKET FORGE STME $5,613 

492504 AUTOCLAVE, MARKET FORGE STME-L $8,000 

AUTOMATED THERMAL DESORBER, PERKIN ELMER 
554126 TURBOMATRIX ATD $37,048 

497037 AUTOSAMPLE COMPARTMENT, ISS KOALA (3) $36,045 

543825 AUTOSAMPLER, AGILENT TECHNOLOGIES G1 896A (3) $11 ,899 

577945 AUTOSAMPLER, COSTECH ZERO BLANK $4,225 

566720 AUTOSAMPLER, CTC ANALYTICS COMBIPAL MXY02-00B $ 1 7,970 

566721 AUTOSAMPLER, CTC ANALYTICS GCPAL $15,504 

515615 AUTOSAMPLER, HEWLETT PACKARD GI 5 12AGC (3) $11,429 

553750 AUTOSAMPLER, PERKIN ELMER AS-90 FIAS $4,830 

538066 AUTOSAMPLER, PERKIN ELMER AS-9 1 $5,074 

538040 AUTOSAMPLER, PERKIN ELMER AS-93 PLUS $9,097 

539718 AUTOSAMPLER, TEKMAR DOHRMANN SOLATEK 72 $20,689 

543542 AUTOSAMPLER, TEKMAR DOHRMANN SOLATEK 72 $20,781 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 


558967 AUTOSAMPLER, THERMO QUEST AS 1 28 

521072 AUTOSAMPLER, THERMO SEPARATION SPECTRA SYSTEM AS3500 

464422 AUTOSAMPLER, TSP AS3500 SPECTRASYSTEM 

SR05395 BACKHOE, JOHNDEERE710B 

2376 BALANCE, DENVER 400XE 

457133 BALANCE, DENVER AB- 1 20 

24 1 3 BALANCE. DENVER M300 

2396 BALANCE, DENVER TR204 

24 1 2 BALANCE, DENVER XD-4KD 

23 80 BALANCE, DENVER XL3KD 

241 1 BALANCE. FISHER XT 1 OOA 

2388 BALANCE, METTLERAB 104 

24 1 5 BALANCE, METTLER AEl 63 

239 1 BALANCE, METTLER AE240 

443 1 45 BALANCE, METTLER AE240 

546868 BALANCE, METTLER AG285 

24 1 7 BALANCE, METTLER AI 1 00 

2403 BALANCE, METTLER AJ 1 00 

2398 BALANCE, METTLER All 00 

484235 BALANCE, METTLER AT201 

452087 BALANCE, METTLER AT261 

573432 BALANCE, METTLER AT261 DELTA RANGE 

512394 BALANCE, METTLER AT261 DELTA RANGE 
556475 BALANCE, METTLER AX504 DELTA RANGE 

2400 BALANCE, METTLER BB2440 DELTA RANGE 

778 BALANCE. METTLER K7T 

2401 BALANCE, METTLER PB3002 DELTA RANGE 

2402 BALANCE, METTLER PB3002 DELTA RANGE 

2406 BALANCE, METTLER PB3002-S 

2419 BALANCE, METTLER PB303-S 

2383 BALANCE, METTLER PC2200 

2423 BALANCE, METTLER PC440 

2432 BALANCE, METTLER PC440 

2404 BALANCE, METTLER PC440 

2430 BALANCE, METTLER PC4400 

2392 BALANCE, METTLER PC4400 

2393 BALANCE, METTLER PE160 

2389 BALANCE, METTLER PE 1 60 

23 84 BALANCE, METTLER PE3600 

2375 BALANCE, METTLER PE400 

2390 BALANCE, METTLER PE400 

2382 BALANCE, METTLER PE400 

2397 BALANCE, METTLER PG5002 

2422 BALANCE, METTLER PM200 

2420 BALANCE, METTLER PM200 


$6,370 

$9,992 

$10,137 

$53,200 

$495 

$3,548 

$2,290 

$1,712 

$1,106 

$900 

$1,201 

$1,665 

$2,446 

$2,606 

$3,120 

$3,355 

$1,321 

$1,550 

$1,624 

$5,132 

$4,066 

$4,066 

$4,866 

$4,176 

$1,032 

$500 

$1,214 

$1,254 

$1,265 

$1,285 

$1,254 

$1,632 

$1,632 

$1,632 

$2,241 

$2,306 

$1,280 

$1,490 

$1,028 

$950 

$1,176 

$1,575 

$1,732 

$1,556 

$1,739 
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2416 

2421 

2414 

2427 

551066 

2418 

2410 

2405 

2425 

2399 

2386 
531379 
2424 
2385 
2394 

2387 
541319 
527570 
521800 
459502 
SR07577 
SR07565 
SR07557 
SR07558 
SR07574 
SR07581 
SRO7580 
SR07563 
SRO6061 
SR05810 
SR07579 
SR07578 
475273 
561162 
SR07475 
440928 
482005 
545529 
537677 
527857 
424771 
436390 
473352 
570185 
501094 


Cooperative Agreertient No. DE-FC09.06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 


BALANCE, METTLER PM200 
BALANCE, METTLER PM300 
BALANCE. METTLER PM30-K 
BALANCE, METTLER PM400 
BALANCE, METTLER PR2003 DELTA RANGE 
BALANCE, METTLER PR803 
BALANCE, OHAUS AP250D 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS 1712MP8 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS 1872 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS A120S 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS LP6200S 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS M2P MICRO 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS MP8 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS R160D-RS 
BALANCE, SARTORJUS R300S 
BALANCE, SAUTER EI200 (2) 

BASE, DELL POWERVAULT 700N 
BASE, DELL POWERVAULT 700N 
BASE, DELL POWERVAULT 700N 
BELT SANDER, KALAMAZOO S-8W 
BOAT, ALUMACRAFT JON 16' 

BOAT, BENNINGTON 225LE PONTOON 

BOAT, BOSTON WHALER MONTAUK 17 

BOAT, BOSTON WHALER MONTAUK 17 

BOAT. BOSTON WHALER MONTAUK 17 

BOAT, BOSTON WHALER MONTAUK 17 

BOAT, DURACRAFT JON 

BOAT, GO DEVIL 18X44 

BOAT, PANTHER 18X8 AIRBOAT 

BOAT, PANTHER AIRBOAT 

BOAT, SMITH-ROOT SR- 16 ELECTROFISHJNG 

BOAT, WAR EAGLE JON 

BURROW PROBE CAMERA, FUHRMAN DIVERSIFIED MODEL 3 
BURROW PROBE CAMERA, SER (2) 

BUSH HOG, HONDA GT42 ROTARY CUTTER 42" 

CABINET, BBL 60631 BIOHAZARD 

CABLE TESTER, TEKTRONIX 1502B METALLIC TDR (9) 

CALORIMETER, TA INSTRUMENTS 91 2S SCANNING 

CAMCORDER, CANON ELURA2 MC DIGITAL VIDEO 

CAMCORDER, CANON GLl 3CCD DIGITAL VIDEO 

CAMERA BODY, WILD MPS 51 MICROSCOPE 

CAMERA CONTROL SYSTEM, WILD MPS45 PHOTOAUTOMAT (2) 

CAMERA SYSTEM, PARCO CV-710NDC (4) 

CAMERA, CANON EOS REBEL DIGITAL EF-S 
CAMERA, CANON VC-Cl MKII COMMUNICATION 


$1,913 

$1,328 

$1,920 

$1,994 

$3,829 

$2,826 

$2,403 

$2,132 

$1,496 

$1,421 

$2,200 

$9,495 

$1,665 

$2,224 

$2,245 

$1,860 

$6,994 

$11,985 

$13,122 

$3,516 

$2,490 

$9,629 

$7,290 

$7,290 

$8,900 

$13,752 

$4,271 

$4,124 

$29,105 

$8,952 

$23,687 

$1,100 

$4,305 

$1,320 

$1,595 

$9,967 

$19,321 

$11,526 

$1,318 

$2,495 

$2,685 

$7,228 

$1,197 

$1,014 

$3,000 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE*FC09>06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

491062 CAMERA, CANON VC-Cl MKJ] COMMUNICATION $3,137 

450475 CAMERA, COHU 48)5-2000 W/LENS $1,409 

444530 CAMERA, COHU 4815-2000 W/LENS $1,470 

457692 CAMERA, COHU 481 5-2000 W/O LENS (BLUE BAG) $1,703 

524040 CAMERA, DIAGNOSTIC INSTRUMENTS SP 1 00-2 DIGITAL (NO TAG) $ 1 0,903 

501705 CAMERA, EAGLE EYE II STRATAGENE CCD $7,500 

576973 CAMERA, HAMAMATSU C4742-98 DIGITAL (2) $28,130 

425304 CAMERA, MTl VC-65SLX VIDEO $1,968 

451220 CAMERA, NEC NC-15 CCD COLOR TV $1,918 

522650 CAMERA, NIKON COOLPIX 950 2. 1 MP DIGITAL $ 1 ,2 1 6 

521104 CAMERA. NIKON FI 00 $2,160 

465047 CAMERA, NIKON F4 35MM $1,837 

444606 CAMERA. NIKON MTl CCD-72SX (2) $9,970 

530116 CAMERA, OLYMPUS C-2500L 2.5MP 3X ZOOM DIGITAL $1,587 

545645 CAMERA, OLYMPUS DPI2-B DIGITAL CCD (FOR MICROSCOPE) $3,143 

425015 CAMERA. OLYMPUS PM lOAD MICROPROCESSOR (2) $2,867 

553746 CAMERA, SONY CCD HVM-332 B&W $ 1 ,796 

553747 CAMERA, SONY CCD HVM-332 B&W $1 ,796 

553748 CAMERA, SONY CCD HVM-332 B&W $1,796 

553762 CAMERA, SONY CCD RGB $2,674 

553757 CAMERA, SONY CCD RGB $2,675 

520749 CAMERA, SONY DSC-D700 DIGITAL $I ,695 

501088 CAMERAMAN, PARKERVIS10NACS-2000-P1 A SYSTEM II (2) $9,017 

436086 CASK, SRC FAB LEAD SHIELDED (W/CESIUM SOURCE) $20,890 

456465 CELL COUNTER/ANALYZER COULTER ZM (2) $13,495 

527209 CENTRIFUGE, BECKMAN J6-MI W/ROTOR $86,696 

500526 CENTRIFUGE. FISHER MARATHON 22K (W/ROTORS) $4,371 

565313 CENTRIFUGE, lEC CENTRA MP4R W/ROTOR (NOT TAGGED) $8,260 

424783 CENTRIFUGE. lEC CENTRA-7R $4,952 

45 1 054 CENTRIFUGE, lEC CENTRA-HN W/ROTOR $3,680 

4741 80 CENTRIFUGE, lEC LAB W/ROTOR AND SIX BUCKETS $9,805 

475610 CENTRIFUGE, MED-REP JOUAN CR41 2 W/ROTOR AND BUCKET $6,921 

541437 CENTRIFUGE, SORV ALL RC 5B PLUS W/ROTOR $19,850 

511091 CENTRIFUGE, SORVALL RC 5B PLUS W/ROTOR $20,948 

424785 CENTRIFUGE, SORVALL RC2-B AUTO SUPERSPEED W/4 ROTORS $6,562 

SR02667 CHIPPER/SHREDDER, CRARY BEARCAT 71620 $5,695 

500768 COAXIAL DETECTOR, EG&G GEM-50210 (2) (INSIDE 471381) $21,767 

456775 COAXIAL DETECTOR, EG&G ORTEC (12) $75,040 

499912 CODEC, REMBRANDT II/VP 215 $31,525 

478247 COMPOSITION ANALYZER, EM-SCAN SA-3000 (2) $8,745 

46255 1 COMPOSITION ANALYZER, EM-SCAN SA-3000 TOTAL BODY (8) $25,045 

448253 COMPUTER, ACMA 486/25 $4,320 

577187 COMPUTER, ANTEC $2,501 

584754 COMPUTER, APPLE IBOOK G4 NOTEBOOK $1,323 

491054 COMPUTER. AST BRAVO LC 5100 $4,959 
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Cooperative Agreement No. OE-FC09'06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Founrtation 


522033 COMPUTER, COMPAQ DESK PRO $1,549 

505769 COMPUTER, COMPAQ DESK PRO $ 1 ,676 

520159 COMPUTER, COMPAQ PROSIGNIA 6500 $2,639 

444510 COMPUTER, COMPUADD 3 16S $3,476 

46807 ! COMPUTER, COMPUADD 433TXC NOTEBOOK $2,800 

543076 COMPUTER, CYCLEAGE $3,000 

522070 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION $1,210 

547753 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 2100 $1,175 

544605 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 2100 $ 1 .575 

562166 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 2350 $1,491 

578439 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 3000 $1,429 

533313 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4100 $1,226 

533685 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4100 $ 1 ,665 

535649 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4 1 00 $2,22 1 

548601 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4400 $1,926 

549617 COMPUTER. DELL DIMENSION 4400 $2,470 

553017 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4500 $1,476 

552948 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4500 $2,01 1 

559659 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1,106 

558539 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1,345 

558254 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1,468 

556508 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1 524 

557429 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1,621 

556134 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1710 

556796 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $1,907 

561295 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4550 $2,184 

568296 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4600 $1079 

574919 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4600 $1,645 

572222 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4600C $ 1 ,602 

569067 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 4600C $1699 

543644 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $l’776 

543749 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $1,793 

543750 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $1,793 

539052 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $1868 

539051 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $1868 

543135 COMPUTER. DELL DIMENSION 8100 $1890 

537484 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $2266 

539535 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $2 487 

537487 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $2 801 

538539 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $3 ’227 

535585 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $3 ’295 

537948 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $3 ’609 

535455 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8100 $3’9n 

556486 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $l’581 

548200 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $l’784 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Founriation 

554341 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $1811 

557333 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 Jl’sn 

555373 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $l’893 

547428 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 SlioiO 

547368 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2,050 

549411 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2^082 

546740 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2’l67 

546741 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2,167 

542114 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2!356 

544588 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2’44I 

544299 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2^554 

546929 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2[634 

542117 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2!655 

547129 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2 736 

546530 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2,768 

546529 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2^768 

546742 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $2 797 

54491 1 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $3 279 

554873 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $3,384 

553010 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $4150 

547055 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8200 $4’565 

557920 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8250 $l’678 

558319 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8250 $2 253 

572223 COMPUTER. DELL DIMENSION 8300 $ I’gSS 

568197 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $ I’gT 1 

568198 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $1871 

563429 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $ ] ’954 

563475 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $1964 

568199 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $2 214 

567205 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $2 409 

569266 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $2451 

565757 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8300 $2*479 

578239 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8400 $1927 

579012 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION 8400 $2*258 

522936 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION L400C $4*000 

522778 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION L500C $l’542 

535653 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION L866R $1283 

500759 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION M2e0A $2’i99 

514918 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION V400 $1837 

514917 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION V400 $1*837 

561296 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS $3554 

565755 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS $3’g63 

516302 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS 450 $3 866 

525216 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B733R $3917 

531295 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B800 $2*249 
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526720 

534621 

533702 

529124 

527012 

501860 

507983 

578603 

482592 

489396 

472616 

500247 

511345 

51)344 

509346 

513858 

512649 

513157 

512648 

514470 

512645 

512510 

S11I38 

509986 

557335 

509985 

509227 

512247 

509993 

510028 

509992 

513861 

514559 

513860 

514558 

514916 

515504 

515599 

577698 

520503 

520357 

519975 

523957 

523956 

518959 


Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 


COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B800R 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B866 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B866 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B866R 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS B866R 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS D233 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS D333 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS GEN4 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS P133C 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS P166S 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS P90 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS PRO 200N 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R350 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R350 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R350 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R400 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS R450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS SERJVS 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T450 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 
COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 


$2,430 

$2,925 

$3,501 

$2,354 

$5,000 

$3,665 

$2,604 

$2,957 

$4,700 

$3,164 

$3,165 

$4,995 

$2,050 

$2,121 

$4,576 

$1,928 

$1,997 

$2,043 

$2,212 

$2,306 

$2,435 

$2,599 

$2,747 

$2,752 

$2,753 

$2,786 

$2,893 

$2,915 

$2,965 

$3,125 

$3,150 

$2,048 

$2,987 

$3,140 

$3,183 

$3,241 

$3,294 

$4,841 

$3,400 

$1,932 

$ 2,120 

$2,313 

$1,681 

$1,681 

$2,109 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

519560 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 $2,172 

520349 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 $2,564 

516304 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 $2,595 

516303 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 $2,776 

523955 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T500 (UNTAGGED) $ 1 ,74 1 

525217 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T550 $1,809 

521281 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T550 $2,226 

520078 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPST550 $2,742 

522202 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T550 $3,084 

527571 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T600R $1,904 

573433 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T650R $1,774 

527871 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T800R $2,890 

530569 COMPUTER, DELL DIMENSION XPS T850R $1,786 

569188 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 1 100 NOTEBOOK $1,412 

578575 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 11 50 NOTEBOOK $1,757 

522069 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 3500 NOTEBOOK $2,715 

518019 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 3500 NOTEBOOK $2,770 

520670 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 3500NOTEBOOK $3,310 

529278 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 3800 NOTEBOOK $3,083 

539053 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 4000 NOTEBOOK $2,564 

535648 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 4000 NOTEBOOK $3,256 

531674 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 5000 NOTEBOOK $2,927 

531296 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 5000 NOTEBOOK $3,629 

563073 COMPUTER,DELLrNSPIRON5100NOTEBOOK(2) $2,174 

567823 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 5 1 50 NOTEBOOK $4,654 

564595 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 600M NOTEBOOK $2,485 

512821 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7000 NOTEBOOK $3,800 

520793 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7000 NOTEBOOK $4,098 

519978 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7000 NOTEBOOK $4,214 

520672 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7000 NOTEBOOK $4,584 

520361 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7000 NOTEBOOK (2) $3,932 

520671 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7000 NOTEBOOK (2) $5,3 1 5 

529591 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7500 NOTEBOOK $2,876 

524928 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7500 NOTEBOOK $3,308 

526673 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7500 NOTEBOOK $4,340 

531675 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7500 NOTEBOOK $4,619 

53 1 672 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 7500 NOTEBOOK (2) $5,401 

539479 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 8000 NOTEBOOK $3,438 

536494 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 8000 NOTEBOOK $4,961 

556659 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 8200 NOTEBOOK $3,116 

553011 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 8200 NOTEBOOK $3,410 

568980 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 8200 NOTEBOOK $3,668 

574000 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 91 00 NOTEBOOK $3,261 

574001 COMPUTER, DELL INSPIRON 9100 NOTEBOOK $3,261 

573194 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE I OOL NOTEBOOK $1,550 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE>FC09-06SR22S06 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

545172 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE C610 NOTEBOOK $3,238 

556753 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE C640 NOTEBOOK $2,71 1 

554909 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE C640 NOTEBOOK $2,893 

542113 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE C640 NOTEBOOK $2,966 

546528 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE C8I0 NOTEBOOK $3,216 

560606 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE C840 NOTEBOOK $2,373 

526657 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE CPX NOTEBOOK $3,052 

583031 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE D4 10 NOTEBOOK $2,057 

575861 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE D600 NOTEBOOK $2,704 

561000 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE D600 NOTEBOOK $2,776 

567824 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE D600 NOTEBOOK $2,85 1 

COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE D6I0 NOTEBOOK $2,693 

539454 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE L400 NOTEBOOK $2,35 1 

500761 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE NOTEBOOK $4,445 

562169 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE X200 NOTEBOOK $1,943 

557997 COMPUTER. DELL LATITUDE X200 NOTEBOOK $2,131 

554299 COMPUTER, DELL LATITUDE X200 NOTEBOOK $2,519 

500181 COMPUTER, DELL NOTEBOOK $4,094 

502582 COMPUTER, DELL NOTEBOOK $5,661 

COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX 170L $1,159 

474267 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX 466/LE $2,944 

512887 COMPUTER. DELL OPTIPLEX 01 $1 ,449 

561663 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX OX 260 $2,050 

529298 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX OX 1 $1,522 

522982 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GXl $3,000 

531373 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GXl $3,000 

538038 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GXl (W/SOFTWARE) $6,849 

542116 COMPUTER. DELL OPTIPLEX GX240 $1,409 

553876 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX240 $1,807 

551434 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX240 $1,937 

553561 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX240 $2,063 

552950 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX240 $2,220 

545407 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX240 $2,741 

570403 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX270 $1,839 

578288 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX270 $2,800 

578289 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX270 $2,800 

576915 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX280 $1,465 

549618 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX400 $1,130 

547199 COMPUTER. DELL OPTIPLEX GX400 $2,179 

538277 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX400 $3,048 

575237 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX60 $ 1 , 1 90 

575238 COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX60 $1,326 

COMPUTER, DELL OPTIPLEX GX620 $ 1 ,244 

522015 COMPUTER, DELL POWEREDGE 1300 $ 1 ,87 1 

534766 COMPUTER, DELL POWEREDGE 1400 $2,104 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

521849 COMPUTER, DELL POWEREDGE 2300 VIDEO $4,412 

576661 COMPUTER, DELL POWEREDGE 4600 $6,601 

575568 COMPUTER, DELL POWEREDGE 4600 $ 1 0,506 

542304 COMPUTER, DELL POWEREDGE 6400 $8,216 

577958 COMPUTER. DELL POWEREDGE SC420 $2,056 

577899 COMPUTER. DELL POWEREDGE SC420 $2,940 

522201 COMPUTER, DELL POWERVAULT 740N $52.3 1 1 

522273 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 210 $2,407 

539533 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 330 $3,089 

539488 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 330 $4, 1 04 

548793 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $1,566 

557816 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $1,572 

557817 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $1,572 

547528 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $1,635 

545927 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $2,287 

545926 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $2,287 

552947 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 340 $3,165 

567672 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 360N $1,699 

512106 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 410 $2,793 

512107 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 410 $3,172 

515920 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 410 $5,467 

512651 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 410 $5,612 

509087 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 410 $5,910 

520363 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 4 10 (NOT TAGGED) $5,544 

520362 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 410 (NOT TAGGED) $5,544 

534014 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 420 $4,217 

536500 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 420 $5,082 

579775 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 470 $2,989 

556907 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $2,200 

550623 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $3,171 

543 1 34 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $4,062 

546523 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $5,220 

550048 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $6,672 

553442 COMPUTER. DELL PRECISION 530 $7,184 

550045 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $8,192 

550046 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $8,192 

550047 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 530 $8,192 

519558 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 610 $5,466 

515210 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 610 $7,039 

515922 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 610 $9,328 

520364 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 610 (NOT TAGGED) $7,413 

526672 COMPUTER, DELL PRECISION 620 $5,301 

488426 COMPUTER, DELL XPS PI 66S $3,233 

492768 COMPUTER, DELL XPS PRO 200N $5,428 

463705 COMPUTER, DELL XPS466V $4,180 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

499423 COMPUTER, DIGITAL VENTURIS FX 5166 *2,501 

499422 COMPUTER, DIGITAL VENTURIS FX 5200S $2,874 

553930 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 450SX4 NOTEBOOK (2) $1,621 

553929 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 450SX4 NOTEBOOK (2) SI, 621 

453188 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 486/33DXC *3,441 

462110 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 4DX2-66V $4,744 

555832 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 500S $1,159 

554953 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 500X $1 ,1 59 

554952 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 500X *1.>59 

553689 COMPUTER, GATEWAY 700X *4,699 

498587 COMPUTER, GATEWAY E-3000 $2,504 

515940 COMPUTER, GATEWAY E-4200 *',281 

561476 COMPUTER, GATEWAY E-6000 $2,038 

562195 COMPUTER, GATEWAY E-6000 *2,205 

555075 COMPUTER, GATEWAY E-6000 *2,584 

570188 COMPUTER, GATEWAY E-6100-C $1,670 

499710 COMPUTER, GATEWAY G6-266 *2,7 1 3 

500557 COMPUTER, GATEWAY GP6-266 *2,784 

533760 COMPUTER, GATEWAY GP7-450 $1,100 

518977 COMPUTER, GATEWAY GP7-500 *3.093 

569870 COMPUTER, GATEWAY M350WVN NOTEBOOK *1,299 

569869 COMPUTER, GATEWAY M350WVN NOTEBOOK * 1 ,299 

569868 COMPUTER, GATEWAY M350WVN NOTEBOOK * 1 ,299 

587034 COMPUTER, GATEWAY M460E NOTEBOOK *1,070 

493762 COMPUTER, GATEWAY NOTEBOOK *3,693 

492410 COMPUTER, GATEWAY NOTEBOOK *3,808 

482066 COMPUTER, GATEWAY P5-1 20 *2,729 

488934 COMPUTER, GATEWAY P5- 133 *2,355 

481377 COMPUTER, GATEWAY P5-90 *2,571 

488711 COMPUTER, GATEWAY SOLO NOTEBOOK *2,924 

507608 COMPUTER, GENERIC $1,400 

507609 COMPUTER, GENERIC $1,450 

507610 COMPUTER, GENERIC $1,450 

478772 COMPUTER, GENERIC $4,000 

524041 COMPUTER, HEWLETT PACKARD VECTRA VLI8 (NOT TAGGED) $4,845 

502414 COMPUTER, HEWLETT PACKARD VECTRA XA $9,220 

582876 COMPUTER, HEWLETT PACKARD XW4200 $2,026 

522977 COMPUTER, IBM 300GL *4,675 

522649 COMPUTER, IBM 300GL W/CANBERRA MCA $6,070 

443835 COMPUTER,IBMPS/2 W/CANBERRA 100 $10,965 

510218 COMPUTER, IBM TA INSTRUMENTS *5,000 

475906 COMPUTER, MACINTOSH 8100/100 (ERDA) $4,879 

476715 COMPUTER, MACINTOSH 8100/100 (ERDA) $5,852 

540151 COMPUTER, MACINTOSH G3 $4,000 

514643 COMPUTER. MACINTOSH G3 NOTEBOOK $3,216 
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Cooperative Agreement No. DE*FC09-06SR22506 
University of Georgia Research Foundation 

526)55 COi^PUTER, MACINTOSH G4 $2,120 

526156 COMPUTER. MACINTOSH G4 $2,120 

572470 COMPUTER, MACINTOSH G5 $2,552 

459757 COMPUTER, MACINTOSH NOTEBOOK $4,325 

573431 COMPUTER. MACINTOSH POWERBOOK G4 NOTEBOOK $3,433 

487642 COMPUTER, MAXX 486 (INSIDE 488098) $3,000 

493 1 82 COMPUTER, MICRON MILLENNIA $2,698 

493417 COMPUTER. MICRON MILLENNIA LXA $2,257 

496363 COMPUTER. MICRON MILLENNIA LXA $3,868 

499500 COMPUTER. MICRON MILLENNIA MME $3,280 

490989 COMPUTER, MICRON MILLENNIA PLUS $3,282 

482937 COMPUTER, MICRON PI20 $4,716 

503298 COMPUTER, NEC VERSA 6230 NOTEBOOK $3,947 

449279 COMPUTER, NORTHGATE 325 $4,842 

460329 COMPUTER, NORTHGATE 486DX2/66 $2,791 

556752 COMPUTER, SONY VAIO NOTEBOOK (2) $2,356 

566709 COMPUTER. SONY VAIO PCO-67IL NOTEBOOK $ 1 ,895 

480854 COMPUTER, SUN SPARCSTATION 20 $1 5,1 87 

474422 COMPUTER, SUN SPARCSTATION 20 $25,561 

473694 COMPUTER, SUN SPARCSTATION 20 $28,226 

478814 COMPUTER, SUN SPARCSTATION 20 $39,523 

498602 COMPUTER. SUN ULTRASPARC 1 $7,154 

520033 COMPUTER. SUN ULTRASPARC ENTERPRISE 450 $25,644 

476426 COMPUTER, TANGENT PENTIUM $4,155 

446856 COMPUTER, TATUNG TCS-8000 $2,859 

571349 COMPUTER, TOSHIBA SATELLITE A45-S120 NOTEBOOK $1,042 

471717 COMPUTER, TOSHIBA T4700CT NOTEBOOK $5,336 

476024 COMPUTER, ZEOS $3,353 

464292 COMPUTER, ZEOS 486 $3,070 

CONDENSER, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS OXYMAX 10-CHAMBER 
485995 (2) $5,321 

CONDENSER, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS OXYMAX 1 0-CHAMBER 
485994 (2) $5,321 

566718 CONFLO II INTERFACE, FINNIGAN MAT $8,260 

500543 COPIER, CANON 6016 $1,532 

5 1 2832 COPIER, CANON 950 #4706P COLOR LASER (2) $40,080 

448333 COPIER, CANON NP- 1020 $1,345 

491 868 COPIER, CANON NP6025 $3,450 

580605 COPIER, MINOLTA D1 2510 $3,929 

533684 COPIER, SHARP SF-2540 $4,704 

CRYOBIOLOGICAL STORAGE SYSTEM, THERMOLYNE LOCATOR 
525377 JR. (NOT TAGGED) $3,118 

CRYOBIOLOGICAL STORAGE SYSTEM. THERMOLYNE LOCATOR 
525378 JR. (NOT TAGGED) $3,118 

587133 CRYOBIOLOGICAL STORAGE UNIT, THERMOLYNE LOCATOR JR. $3,059 
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( 2 ) 

490393 D GENE SYSTEM, BIO-RAD ELECTROPHORESIS $4,973 

498561 DATA LINK, PACIFIC CREST UHF (3) (CASE) $6,325 

424863 DATALOGGER, ELECTRO/GENERAL 1002-48 DATAMYTE $3,137 

424862 DATALOGGER, ELECTRO/GENERAL 1002-48 DATAMYTE $3,196 

537474 DCODE SYSTEM. BIO-RAD MUTATION DETECTION $4,924 

553759 DETECTOR CONTROLLER, PRINCETON ST-1 38S $5,000 

482590 DETECTOR, PRINCETON LN/CCD-1024TKB/I (3) $67,892 

451786 DEW POINT GENERATOR, LI-COR Ll-610 PORTABLE $3,750 

506082 DEWAR, ISS 90031 $7,028 

553744 DIGITABLET, MICROCOMP $1,200 

524070 DIGITIZING TABLET. CALCOMP III (2) (NOT TAGGED) $6,204 

424880 DIGITIZING TABLET, lANDEL 2210 $1,195 

553758 DISKPACK, SUN2.IGB $1,054 

447377 DISPLAY SYSTEM, NOMADIC MAGNETIC $6,060 

560475 DISSOLVED INORG CARBON ANALYZER, APOLLO SCITECH ASC2 $29,000 

458995 DISTANCE MEASURER, TOPCON DM-S2 ELECTRONIC $3,983 

521473 DISTANCE MEASURER, TOPCON GTS-300 $10,177 

425361 DISTANCE METER, TOPCON DM-A2 ELECTRONIC $3,089 

548548 DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, CANON CD-4050 (2) $8,900 

517912 DRAWING TUBE, ZEISS $4,641 

425363 DRILLING/MILLING MACHINE, EMCO FB.2 $4,400 

586745 DROP SHAPE ANAL YSISSYSTEM,KRUSSDSA100S $25,161 

503317 DSU/CSU, ADC KENTROX DATASMART 761 T1 DUAL PORT $1,968 

545530 DUAL SAMPLE CELL, TA INSTRUMENTS $4,1 1 1 

485242 ELECTROFISHER, SMITH-ROOT 15-CPOW BACKPACK $3,521 

500960 ELECTROFISHER. SMITH-ROOT GPP 2.5 (2) $4,824 

446529 ELECTROPHORESIS APPARATUS, BiaRAD CHEF-DR II (4) $4,726 

515768 ELECTROPHORESIS APPARATUS, BiaRAD CHEF-DR III (4) $16,102 

543041 ELEMENTAL ANALYZER, CE ELANTECH NC2500 $29,230 

518029 ELUENT GENERATOR, DIONEX EG40 $7,645 

435862 ENDOSCOPE, R. WOLF SMALL JOINT (9) $8,290 

475317 ENVIRONMENTAL CHAMBER, REVCO RI-50-555-ABA $7,722 

486006 EVAPORATION SYSTEM. LABCONCO RAPIDVAP N2 $5,943 

EVAPORATOR, ORGANOMATION ASSOC N-EVAP 1 12 NITROGEN 
578242 24-POS $3,768 

475549 EXPANSION INTERFACE, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS OXYMAX $1 1,795 

464606 EXPANSION INTERFACE. COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS OXYMAX (2) $9,669 

424092 EXTRACTION SYSTEM, TECATOR SOXTEC HT $6,900 

554774 EXTRACTION UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC 1 045 $5,840 

425366 EXTRACTION UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC H2 1 045 $4,91 6 

425367 EXTRACTION UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC H2 1045 $4,916 

425368 EXTRACTION UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC H2 1045 $4,916 

452808 EXTRACTION UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC HT 1 043 $9,433 

554776 EXTRACTION UNIT. TECATOR SOXTEC HT 1 045 $5,840 
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554773 

500957 

542133 

570622 

469429 

451879 

458513 

520572 

514487 

513108 

515315 

558288 

551143 

547968 

510304 

553751 

553755 

567567 

444502 

SRO5805 

SR07333 

517302 

519397 

467187 

450194 

481590 

451218 

447778 

451392 

450395 

450396 

451138 

451359 

577294 

475609 

461288 

520893 

481317 

490942 

495352 

501618 

557829 

556742 

556741 

468299 
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EXTRACTION UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC HT 1 045 

FACSIMILE, PANASONIC PANAFAX UF-560 

FACSIMILE, PANASONIC PANAFAX UF-890 

FACSIMILE, PANASONIC PANAFAX UF-890 

FILING SYSTEM, CANON CF-250 OPTICAL DISK 

FILM RECORDER, GCC FRI2382 

FILM RECORDER, POLAROID CL5000 DIGITAL PALETTE 

FILM SCANNER, NIKON LS 2000 

FILM SCANNER, NIKON LS 2000 

FILM SCANNER, NIKON LS 2000 

FILM SCANNER, NIKON LS 2000 

FILM SCANNER, NIKON SUPER COOLSCAN 4000ED 

FILM SCANNER, NIKON SUPER COOLSCAN LS4000 

FISH BREEDING SYSTEM, BENCHTOP Z-PLEX 

FLOW HOOD, FORMA SCIENTIFIC 1828 LAMINAR AIR BENCHTOP 

FLOW INJECTION SYSTEM, PERKIN ELMER FIAS-1 00 

FLUORESCENCE DETECTOR, DIONEX FDM-2 

FLUORESCENCE DETECTOR, LAB ALLIANCE LC305 

FLUOROMETER, TURNER 1 12 DIGITAL 

FORKLIFT, CLARK GCXI5E 

FORKLIFT, FORD MASTER CRAFT MC5953 

FRACTIONATOR, FFFRACTIONATION F-IOOO UNIVERSAL 

FRACTIONATOR, FFFRACTIONATION S-IOI PARTICLE/COLLOID 

FREEZE DRYER, LABCONCO 

FREEZE DRYER, LABCONCO 

FREEZE DRYER, LABCONCO 12L (2) 

FREEZE DRYER, LABCONCO LYPH-LOCK 4.5L 

FREEZER, BAXTER SCIENTIFIC CI450 CRYaFRIDGE 

FREEZER, INTERNATIONAL COLD STORAGE AE26-60 WALK-IN 

FREEZER, INTERNATIONAL COLD STORAGE AE26-75 WALK-IN 

FREEZER, INTERNATIONAL COLD STORAGE AE26-75 WALK-IN 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT1375-3-AUA ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT1375-3-AUA ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT1386-9-A36 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT1786-5-AI2 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT2 175-5- ABA ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT2 1 86-3-D30 ULTRACOLD (NOT TAGGED) 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT21S6-5-A12 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT21 86-5-A14 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT21 86-5-AI4 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT2186-5-AI4 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, REVCO ULT2 1 S6-9-A35 ULTRACOLD 

FREEZER, VWR 5463 UPRIGHT 

FREEZER, VWR 5478 CHEST 

FREEZER, VWR REVCO A8520 ULTRACOLD 


$7,360 

$1,470 

$1,895 

$1,895 

$15,840 

$4,559 

$4,599 

$1,808 

$1,935 

$1,969 

$2,324 

$1,501 

$1,570 

$4,276 

$3,454 

$8,255 

$6,900 

$7,976 

$3,906 

$15,791 

$34,999 

$7,140 

$54,305 

$3,551 

$8,848 

$6,759 

$3,455 

$3,118 

$6,031 

$6,031 

$6,031 

$4,990 

$4,990 

$7,606 

$7,603 

$6,739 

$6,074 

$6,384 

$6,283 

$6,472 

$6,472 

$7,723 

$6,664 

$5,860 

$ 6,605 
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542134 FREEZER/MILL, SPEX CERTIPREP 6750 $4,100 

451053 FURNACE, THERMOLYNE 30400 • $3,603 

563 1 84 FURNACE, THERMOLYNE 79300 TUBE $3,685 

458569 GAMMA PROBE, REXON 3PX3-3 W/NAl DETECTOR ' $3,450 

488098 GAMMA SPECTROMETER, CHANGER LAB 100 $62,450 

584796 GAS ANALYZER, SENTE FIS GS- 1 9S METHANE $26,021 

566717 GAS BENCH II INTERFACE, THERMOQUEST DELTA/MAT252 $26,240 

424945 GAS CHROMATOGRAPH, HEUT-ETT PACKARD 5890A $14,694 

468430 GAS CHROMATOGRAPH, HEWLETT PACKARD 5890A $16,244 

424944 GAS CHROMATOGRAPH, HEWLETT PACKARD 5 890A $25, 1 03 

545629 GAS CHROMATOGRAPH, PERKIN ELMER AUTO SYSTEM XL $20,483 

545630 GAS CHROMATOGRAPH, PERKIN ELMER AUTO SYSTEM XL $30,775 

545625 GAS CHROMATOGRAPH. PERKIN ELMER AUTO SYSTEM XL $3 1 ,538 

553723 GAS MIXER, ADC GM 602 $3,380 

527965 gas RESPIROMETER, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS OXYMAXER-10 $25,049 

470162 GATED INTEGRATOR/BOXCAR AVERAGER, SRS SR250 $3,005 

464350 GATED INTEGRATOR/BOXCAR AVERAGER, SRS SR250 (4) $6,133 

560880 GEL ANALYSIS SYSTEM, ALPHA IMAGER 3400 (5) $14,980 

560881 GEL ANALYSIS SYSTEM, ALPHA IMAGER 3400 (5) $14,980 

578218 GENEAMP PCR SYSTEM, APPLIED BIOSYSTEMS 9700 $9,053 

578219 GENEAMP PCR SYSTEM, APPLIED BIOSYSTEMS 9700 $9,053 

498379 GENEAMP PCR SYSTEM, PERKIN ELMER 9600 $8,002 

SR07828 GENERATOR, BURCO GENSET 55KW W/TRAILER $18,894 

SRO7903 GENERATOR, CUMMINS DGDK-5567916 DIESEL $17,551 

SR07844 GENERATOR, KOHLER 150ROZJ6 1 $43,500 

SR07732 GENERATOR, ONAN 125DGEA $26,734 

SR07733 GENERATOR, ONAN 50DGCAL31640A(EP 772-25B-20803) $0 

SR07274 GENERATOR. YAMAHA EF5000DVE PORTABLE $1,719 

578276 GENETIC ANALYZER, APPLIED BIOSYSTEMS 3 130XL $170,337 

546657 GERMANIUM DETECTOR, CANBERRA (2) $12,090 

464171 GERMANIUM DETECTOR. CANBERRA GC15 19 PORTABLE $9,673 

SRO9029 GOLF CART. E-Z-GO $2,532 

SRO9045 GOLF CART, E-Z-GO XT-500 $3,790 

525956 GPS SURVEYOR, TRIMBLE 4600LS $3,216 

525481 GPS SURVEYOR, TRIMBLE 4600LS $3|341 

511719 GPS SURVEYOR, TRIMBLE TSCl PRO XR MAPPING (UNIT 1) $13,434 

511720 GPS SURVEYOR, TRIMBLE TSCI PRO XR MAPPING (UNIT 2) $13,434 

451710 GPS, MAGELLAN NAV 5000 PRO $4,250 

451711 GPS, MAGELLAN NAV 5000 PRO $4,250 

489476 GPS, TRIMBLE GEO EXPLORER II $3’340 

489477 GPS, TRIMBLE GEO EXPLORER II $3’340 

554190 GPS, TRIMBLE GEO EXPLORER II $3 ’574 

573654 GPS, TRIMBLE GEO XT ] 

523105 GPS, TRIMBLE PATHFINDER PRO XRS (NOT TAGGED) $I0.’995 

522027 GPS, TRIMBLE PATHFINDER PRO XRS (NOT TAGGED) $ 1 6,090 
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473463 

503441 

553753 

553754 

518028 

423409 

423410 

423411 

424952 

456688 

515118 

499040 

498603 

522980 

493627 

493561 

490226 

529971 

424963 

469962 

490946 

481324 

481325 

481326 

481327 

424972 

424978 

501089 

492533 

553741 

519919 

475872 

461619 

425377 

499424 

447177 

493694 

465967 

544173 

498563 

523106 

507545 

466872 

SR07451 

SRO5190 


GPS, TRIMBLE PRO XL (UNIT 1) 

GPS, TRIMBLE PRO XL (UNIT 2) 

GRADIENT PUMP, DIONEX GP40 
GRADIENT PUMP, DIONEX GP40 
GRADIENT PUMP, DIONEX GP50 
GROWTH CHAMBER, EGC M-I2 (GI) 

GROWTH CHAMBER, EGC M-I2 (G2) 

GROWTH CHAMBER, EGC M-12 (G3) 

GROWTH CHAMBER, BGC M-12 (G4) 

GROWTH CHAMBER, EGC M-75 WALK-IN 
HARD DISK, SUN ULTRA SCSI 9.1GB 
HARD DRIVE, SUN 4.2GB 
HARD DRIVE, SUN 4 GB 

HARD DRIVE, SUN ULTRASCSl 1S.2GB 7200 RPM 
HARD DRIVE, SUN X5204A 4.2GB 
HARD DRIVE, SUN X5204A 4.2GB 
HEADSPACE SAMPLER, HEWLETT PACKARD 7694 
HELIX DNA SYSTEM, VARIAN (7) 

HYDROPROBE, CPN 503-1.5 (W/SOURCE) 

IMAGING SYSTEM, DECAGON AGVISION (4) 

INCUBATOR, NEW BRUNSWICK INNOVA 4080 SHAKING 
INCUBATOR. PERCIVAL SaENTIFIC I.37LLVL 
INCUBATOR, PERCIVAL SCIENTIFIC I-37LLVL 
INCUBATOR, PERCIVAL SCIENTIFIC 1-37LLVL 
INCUBATOR, PERCIVAL SCIENTIFIC 1-37LLVL 
INCUBATOR, PRECISION 
INFRARED GAS ANALYSIS SYSTEM. ADC 225 (3) 

INTEGRATED ACCESS SYSTEM, AMX AXCENT2 
INTEGRATED ACCESS SYSTEM, AMX AXCENT2 
INTEGRATING SPHERE. LI-COR 1800-12 (2)(BLACK CASE) 

ION ANALYZER 01 ANALYTICAL ALPKEM FS3000 (2) 

ION CHROMATOGRAPH, DIONEX (7) 

IONIZATION CHAMBER, REUTER-STOKES RSS-! 12 (3) 

KNIFE SHARPENER, REICHERT 903 MICROTOME 
LAB GAS GENERATOR, WHATMAN 74-5041 
LAMINATOR USI ARD27MR 

LAMP, QUANTUM DUAL HYBRID QB1205LI-450-670 (3)(2 CASES) 

LAPROSCOPE, RICHARD WOLF 

LASER ABLATION SYSTEM, NEW WAVE UP-21 3 (2) 

LASER GUN, LASER TECHNOLOGY CRITERION 400 

LASER GUN, LASER TECHNOLOGY CRITERION 400 (NOT TAGGED) 

LASER, SPECTRA PHYSICS ND:YAG GCR-270 (3) 

LATHE, JET 1240PD 

LAWN MOWER, JOHN DEERE 430 TRACTOR 
LA3VN MOWER, JOHN DEERE F935 FRONT 


$11,574 

$14,126 

$13,800 

$13,800 

$13,800 

$13,219 

$13,219 

$18,531 

$12,910 

$59,975 

$1,069 

$1,828 

$1,040 

$1,676 

$1,055 

$1,092 

$18,303 

$79,905 

$3,900 

$7,285 

$4,999 

$9,870 

$9,870 

$9,870 

$9,870 

$3,172 

$11,870 

$3,190 

$7,105 

$3,900 

$27,595 

$57,437 

$13,000 

$3,540 

$5,144 

$1,199 

$4,610 

$9,373 

$100,752 

$9,730 

$5,039 

$104,804 

$7,446 

$7,008 

$8,125 
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SR0747 

9 

546656 

471381 

448353 

544450 

501084 

452124 

424989 

434235 

451443 

446825 

465968 

502413 

545624 

509660 

464443 

459100 

424995 

484757 

426444 

586150 

425372 

498532 

566719 

471286 

538042 

424999 

535873 

425016 

501200 

430121 

522032 

502031 

481616 

425045 

425046 

469259 

478930 

499425 

479193 

460820 
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LAWN MOWER, SNAPPER SR140 RIDING $1,750 

LEAD SHIELD, CANBERRA $7,552 

LEAD SHIELD, GAMMA G-12 "LITTLE JOE" $6,920 

LEAD SHIELD, MARINELLI G-3000 "HOSS" (W/SAMPLE CHANGER 
) $50,390 

LEAF CHAMBER FLUOROMETER, LI-COR 6400-40 (ON 501196B) $7,870 

LECTERN, TAVS (2) $6,855 

LENS, LEICA 60MM F/2.8 MACRO (BOX) $2,072 

LENS, NIKON 50-300MM $1,400 

LENS, NIKON 600MM F/5.6 ED $2,950 

LENS, NIKON 8MM F/2.8 FISHEYE $1,375 

LEVELING SYSTEM, SPECTRA-PHYSICS LASERPLANE (5) $3,191 

LIGHT SOURCE, RICHARD WOLF 5150.001 (5) $8,673 

LIQUID CHROMATOGRAPH, HEWLETT PACKARD 1 1 00 (5) $38,909 

LIQUID CHROMATOGRAPH, PERKIN ELMER HP (4) $37,976 

LIQUID HANDLER, GILSON 215 $13,073 

LIQUID SCINTILLATION ANALYZER, PACKARD 2550TR/RB $32,540 

LIQUID SCINTILLATION COUNTER. PACKARD TRI-CARB B4430 $21 ,964 

LIVING STREAM, FRIGID UNIT DI-100 (13) $7,035 

LYTLE DETECTOR, EXAFS $14,868 

MAG CHANGER, LEITZ 512683 INTERMEDIATE W/4 LENSES $3,494 

MAGNET SYSTEM, MAGNEX 3T/160 $43,000 

MASS SELECTIVE DETECTOR, HP 5970 $38,887 

MASS SPECTROMETER, BRUKER APEX II FTMS FOURIER $441 ,77 

TRANSFORM 5 

MASS SPECTROMETER, FINNIGAN DELTA PLUS ISOTOPE RATIO $24,600 
MASS SPECTROMETER, HEWLETT PACKARD 5972A (2) $32,260 


$143,36 

4 

$6,434 

$29,950 

$6,138 

$19,362 

$14,712 

$28,726 

$11,565 

$4,853 

$13,451 

$10,449 

$100,97 


MICROSCOPE, NANOSCOPE Hi ATOMIC FORCE (4) 0 

MICROSCOPE, NICOLET IR (2) $77,898 

MICROSCOPE, NICOLET MICRORAMAN ACCESSORY (2) $55,978 

MICROSCOPE, NIKON DIAPHOT 200 INVERTED (3) $21,999 

MICROSCOPE, NIKON DIAPHOT INVERTED $15,199 


MASS SPECTROMETER, PERKIN ELMER 6100 DRC ICP (3) 
MEASURING MACHINE, HENSON BIMM 3A (3) 

MERCURY ANALYZER, MILESTONE MLS DMA-80 DIRECT (2) 
MICROBALANCE, CAHN C-31 

MICRODISPENSER, ROBBINS SCIENTIFIC HYDRA 96 
MICROFILM READER/PRINTER, CANON NP 780 (8) 
MICROMILL, MERCHANTEK (2) 

MICROSCOPE STAGE CONTROLLER, LANG MCL-2 
MICROSCOPE, LEICA MZ8 
MICROSCOPE, LEITZ DIALUX 22 COMPOUND 
MICROSCOPE, LEITZ LABOVERT 


D-16 



306 


441460 

521676 

521677 

546354 

576974 

425049 

425050 

513697 

469045 

519948 

485237 

425392 

449200 

558428 

578854 

553186 

453586 

471057 

489726 

451442 

499931 

521152 

492535 

501092 

501093 

492534 

448737 

545531 

578465 

484018 

578463 

578464 

498571 

555201 

566654 

547056 

547429 

545702 

549412 

520360 

492415 

499711 

474083 
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MICROSCOPE, NIKON MICROPHOT FXA (5) 

MICROSCOPE, OLYMPUS B-MAX 40 (NOT TAGGED) 
MICROSCOPE, OLYMPUS B-MAX 40 (NOT TAGGED) 
MICROSCOPE, OLYMPUS BX41TF POLARIZING 
MICROSCOPE, OLYMPUS BX61 FLUORESCENCE/DIC/IMAGING 
( 7 ) 

MICROSCOPE, WILD M20 PHASE 
MICROSCOPE, WILD M3 ZOOM 
MICROSCOPE, ZEISS 16 COMPOUND 
MICROSCOPE, ZEISS AXIOSKOP 50 COMPOUND 
MICROSCOPE, ZEISS INVERTOSCOPE INVERTED (NOT 
TAGGED) 

MICROSENSOR, DIAMOND GENERAL 1231 
MICROTOME, CAMBRIDGE 860 
MICROTOME, REICHERT-JUNG 2040 
MICROWAVE DIGESTION SYSTEM, CEM MARS 5 IP 907005 
MICROWAVE DIGESTION SYSTEM. CEM MARS XPRESS 
MICROWAVE DIGESTION SYSTEM. CEM STAR 6 
MICROWAVE SAMPLE PREP SYSTEM, CEM MDS-2000 
MICROWAVE SAMPLE PREP SYSTEM, CEM MDS-2000 
MILL, FRITSCH PLANETARY BALL 
MILL, THOMAS SCIENTIFIC WILEY 
MILL, THOMAS SCIENTIFIC WILEY 3379-K25 
MILL, THOMAS SCIENTIFIC WILEY MODEL 4 3379-El 0 
MINI-SAMPLER. HARRICK MVP 2 STAR 
MIXER/POWER AMPLIFIER, GENTNER MPA II 
MIXER/POWER AMPLIFIER, GENTNER MPAII 
MIXER/POWER AMPLIFIER, GENTNER MPAII 
MIXERyPOWER AMPLIFIER, GENTNER MPAII 
MIXER/RECORDER, TASCAM MIDISTUDIO 644 
MODULE INTERFACE, DUPONT INSTRUMENTS 
MODULE, CABLETRON EMME (NOT TAGGED) 

MODULE, CABLETRON TPMIM-34 
MODULE, CABLETRON TPMIM-34 
MODULE, CABLETRON TPMIM-34 
MODULE, CABLETRON TPRMIM-36 (#1) 

MONITOR, DELL 19" FLAT PANEL 
MONITOR, DELL 20" FLAT PANEL 
MONITOR, DELL 20" FLAT PANEL 
MONITOR, DELL 20" FLAT PANEL 
MONITOR, DELL 20" FLAT PANEL 
MONITOR, DELL 20" FLAT PANEL 
MONITOR, DELL 21" 

MONITOR, DIGITAL PCXAV-ZB 21” 

MONITOR, GATEWAY VIVITRON 20" 

MONITOR, IDEKLIYAMA MF-8617 17" 


$42,738 

$11,038 

$11,038 

$11,674 

$64,236 

$3,864 

$4,475 

$5,290 

$25,185 

$5,246 

$6,150 

$4,980 

$8,683 

$26,595 

$23,305 

$29,938 

$15,062 

$19,218 

$18,796 

$3,400 

$11,500 

$10,888 

$4,999 

$3,995 

$3,323 

$3,323 

$3,995 

$1,341 

$8,057 

$5,788 

$1,895 

$1,895 

$1,895 

$3,785 

$1,017 

$1,049 

$1,351 

$1,351 

$1,356 

$1,545 

$1,230 

$2,133 

$1,150 

$1,100 
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577188 MONITOR, KDS $1,075 

501095 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI 35" $2,212 

501096 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI 35" $2,212 

501097 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI 35" ■ $2,212 

501098 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI 35" $2,212 

491057 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI CS-35205A 35” $2,234 

491058 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI CS-35205A 35" $2,234 

491059 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI CS-35205A 35" $2,234 

491060 MONITOR, MITSUBISHI CS-35205A 35" $2,234 

500052 MONITOR, NEC JC-2144UMA $1,270 

464639 MONITOR, NEC MULTISYNC 5FGE $1,310 

490273 MONITOR, NEC MULTISYNC XE 21" $1,849 

475219 MONITOR, NEC MULTISYNC XE21 $2,090 

543642 MONITOR, PHILIPS 1 SOP 18" FLAT PANEL . $1,232 

543643 MONITOR, PHILIPS 180P 18" FLAT PANEL $1,232 

540305 MONITOR, PHILIPS 180P 18" FLAT PANEL $1,235 

538650 MONITOR, PLANAR 18" FLAT PANEL $1,326 

548003 MONITOR, PLANAR 1 9" FLAT PANEL $1 ,059 

486206 MONITOR, SILICON GRAPHICS GDM-20E21 $3,000 

491207 MONITOR. SONY MULTtSCAN 20SFII 20" $1,529 

545564 MONITOR. SONY TRINITRON $1,000 

545565 MONITOR, SONY TRINITR.ON PVM-1343MD VIDEO $1,200 

550069 MONITOR, SONY" 24" MULTISCAN $2,066 

550601 MONITOR, SONY" 24” MULTISCAN $2,066 

550602 MONITOR, SONY" 24" MULTISCAN $2,066 

550603 MONITOR, SONY" 24" MULTISCAN $2,066 

470480 MONITOR, SUN 17" $1,500 

484436 MONITOR, SUN 20" $1,200 

474082 MONITOR, SUN 20" $2,000 

474088 MONITOR, SUN 20" $2,000 

478860 MONITOR, SUN 20" $2,000 

497976 MONITOR, SUN 20" $2,000 

514620 MONITOR, VIEWSONIC P815 21" $1,124 

552468 MUFFLE FURNACE, BARNSTEAD/THERMOLYNE 6000 $3,019 

MULTI-CHAMBER AIR SUPPLY SYSTEM, COLUMBUS 
531390 INSTRUMENTS $7,000 

520694 MULTI-CHANNEL ANALYZER, PGT QUANTUM MCA 2100R $3,720 

509159 MULTI-CHANNEL SCALER, STANFORD RESEARCH SR430 $8,000 

542719 MULTI-DISK PACK, SUN 8.4GB $3,127 

454526 MULTIPORT REPEATER, DIGITAL THINWIRE ETHERNET $2,835 

565754 MULTIPROBE SYSTEM, YSI 556 MPS (BLACK CASE) $3,429 

464280 NUCLEAR INFORMATION PROCESSOR, CANBERRA (3) $9,115 

458568 NUCLEAR INFORMATION PROCESSOR, SILENA SNIP 204G $4,995 

515316 ORGANIC CARBON ANALYZER, SHIMADZU TOC-5000A (2) $24,996 

466194 OSCILLOSCOPE, TEKTRONIX 11402A DIGITIZING (2) $18,203 

516471 OSCILLOSCOPE, TEKTRONIX TDS680C $13 476 
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458070 OSMOMETER, WESCOR 5500 VAPOR PRESSURE $4,025 

SRO7901 OUTBOARD MOTOR, EVINRUDE 15HP $1,205 

SRO7904 OUTBOARD MOTOR, EVINRUDE 20HP $1,340 

SRO7905 OUTBOARD MOTOR, EVINRUDE 40HP $2,205 

SRO7520 OUTBOARD MOTOR, EVINRUDE 70HP $6,405 

SR07900 OUTBOARD MOTOR, EVINRUDE 9.9HP $1,104 

SR07527 OUTBOARD MOTOR, JOHNSON 15HP $1,322 

SR07542 OUTBOARD MOTOR, JOHNSON 25HP $2,154 

SR07526 OUTBOARD MOTOR, JOHNSON 9.9HP $1,209 

SR07530 OUTBOARD MOTOR, JOHNSON 9.9HP $1,650 

SR07523 OUTBOARD MOTOR, JOHNSON 9.9HP $1,900 

SRO7906 OUTBOARD MOTOR, MERCURY 25HP $1,594 

SR07912 OUTBOARD MOTOR, MERCURY 40HP $2,522 

SR05833 OUTBOARD MOTOR, MERCURY 90HP 4-STROKE SALTWATER $5,360 

SR07511 OUTBOARD MOTOR, VANGUARD 23HPV-TWIN ELECTRIC $3,220 

SR05861 OUTBOARD MOTOR, YAMAHA 100HP 4-STROKE $9,000 

SRO7508 OUTBOARD MOTOR, YAMAHA 25HP $2,784 

SR07533 OUTBOARD MOTOR, YAMAHA 9.9HP $1,595 

SR07522 OUTBOARD MOTOR, YAMAHA 90HP $4,300 

SRO7902 OUTBOARD MOTOR, YAMAHA 90HP $4,999 

553752 OVEN, DIONEX LC30 CHROMATOGRAPHY $5,750 

451085 OVEN, FISHER 838F ISOTEMP $3,870 

434241 OVEN, GRIEVE SC-3S0 $8,009 

492909 OVERHEAD PROJECTOR, DUKANE 28A682 PORTABLE (ERDA) $3,135 

452903 PH METER, RADIOMETER PHM-85-1 $3,128 

425088 PHOTOSYNTHESIS SYSTEM, LI-COR LI-6200 (2) $14,022 

425087 PHOTOSYNTHESIS SYSTEM, LI-COR LI-6200 (2) $15,445 

501196 PHOTOSYNTHESIS SYSTEM, LI-COR LI-6400 (2) $24,523 

467959 PLANT ANALYZER, LI-COR LAI-2000 CANOPY (2) (CASE) $4,31 0 

467960 PLANT ANALYZER, LI-COR LAI-2000 CANOPY (2) (CASE) $4,31 0 

448738 PLAYBACK SYSTEM, AVL PRO TRAVELER X2 $2,621 

499415 PLOTTER, HEWLETT PACKARD 2500CP DESIGN JET $10,318 

PLOTTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C4724A DESIGNJET 3500CP (NO 
520554 TAG) $12,565 

4251 06 POROMETER, LI-COR LI-1600M (2) (2 CASES) $6 322 

467231 PRESSURE CHAMBER, PMS 1002 $3,551 

471441 PRINTER, APPLE LASERWRITER SELECT 360 $1,344 

545567 PRINTER, CANON FILEPRINT 100 $3,000 

539715 PRINTER, EPSON P130A STYLUS PRO 9500 $15,451 

520981 PRINTER, EPSON P891A STYLUS COLOR 3000 (NOT TAGGED) $1,602 

444941 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD 33440A LASERJET II $1 225 

456772 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD 33449A LASERJET III $1,404 

463745 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 $1,195 

462263 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 $1 363 

467767 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 $1 573 

466235 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 $1699 
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470079 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 
470078 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 
470077 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2001A LASERJET 4 
463740 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2021A LASERJET 4M. 
465748 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2021A LASERJET 4M 
474268 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2037A LASERJET 4+ 
492416 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2037A LASERJET 4+ 
538041 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C2037A LASERJET 4PLLIS 
480731 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C3155A LASERJET 5MP 
502101 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C3916A LASERJET 5 
503436 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C3916A LASERJET 5 
502934 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C3982A LASERJET 6MP 
499409 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C3982A LASERJET 6MP 
521932 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C41 12A LASERJET 5000GN 
519967 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C4120A LASERJET 4000N 
510483 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C4120A LASERJET 4000N 
509002 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C4120A LASERJET 4000N 
526903 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C4170A LASERJET 2100X1 
520344 PRINTER, HEWL ETT PACKARD C4253A LASERJET 4050N 
528061 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C4253A LASERJET 4050N 
547905 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD C7061A LASERJET 2200DTN 
558363 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD Q2425A LASERJET 4200 
556815 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD Q2434A LASERJET 4300DTN 
561473 PRINTER, HEWLETT PACKARD Q2475A LASERJET 2300DN 
550423 PRINTER, MINOLTA QMS MAGICOLOR 22 1 0 LASER COLOR 

507613 PRINTER, OKIDATA MICROLINE 320 
443836 PROCESSOR, CANBERRA 1510 INTEGRATED SIGNAL 
448484 PROGRAMMER, AVL SUPER GENESIS I/O MULTI-IMAGE 
448732 PROJECTOR CONTROL MODULE, AVL SUPER DOVE MULTI 
448733 PROJECTOR CONTROL MODULE, AVL SUPER DOVE MULTI 
483024 PROJECTOR, INFOCUS SYSTEMS LITE PRO 580 LCD 
542388 PROJECTOR, INFOCUS SYSTEMS LP350 LCD 
537842 PROJECTOR, INFOCUS SYSTEMS LP350 LCD 
521924 PROJECTOR, INFOCUS SYSTEMS LP435Z LCD 
554109 PROJECTOR, INFOCUS SYSTEMS LP790 LCD W/LENS 
474050 PULLER SET, POWER TEAM IPS3017 30-TON 
553760 PULSE GENERATOR, PRINCETON PG-200 PROGRAMMABLE 
513129 PUMP, EDWARDS EXT70 TUR80MOLECUUR (2) 

513128 PUMP, EDWARDS EXT70 TURBOMOLECULAR (2) 

528187 PUMP, ORION SAGE M362 SYRINGE 
528188 PUMP, ORION SAGE M362 SYRINGE 
503301 PUMP, SCILOG CHEMTECH FM-420 (3) 

521799 RACK, DELL (2) 

527811 RADARn-RANSMITTER DETECTOR, RECCO 5-917 PORTABLE 
522979 RADIO, MOTOROLA ASTRO MOBILE VEHICLE (A12547) 
515730 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A1 251 4) 


$1,861 

$ 1 , 86 ( 

$1,86f 

$1,63C 

$1,766 

$1,702 

$1,998 

$3,232 

$1,251 

$1,525 

$1,700 

$1,100 

$1,165 

$2,481 

$1,233 

$1,298 

$1,343 

$1,109 

$1,268 

$1,422 

$1,232 

$1,144 

$2,661 

$1,006 

$2,178 

$722 

$3,400 

$2,183 

$1,571 

$1,571 

$7,420 

$3,798 

$4,266 

$5,221 

$6,443 

$3,750 

$4,968 

$3,340 

$3,340 

$3,190 

$3,190 

$3,665 

$1,561 

$6,495 

$ 2,020 

$2,377 
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51 5732 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A1 2526) $2 377 

515733 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12527) $2i377 

543238 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12528) $2 377 

515736 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12530) $2 377 

515737 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 {A12531) $2377 

515738 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A1 2532) $2!377 

515739 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 {A12533) $2 377 

515740 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12534) $2 377 

515741 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A1 2535) $2 377 

565309 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12536) $2 377 

561702 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 {A12537) $2 377 

515744 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12538) $2 377 

561703 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12539) $2 377 

515746 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12540) $2 377 

515747 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12541) $2377 

515748 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12542) $2 377 

515749 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 {A12543) $2 377 

515750 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12544) $2 377 

515751 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A12545) $2377 

515752 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 3000 (A12546) $2 377 

545036 RADIO. MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A13839) $2 421 

545037 RADIO. MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A13840) $2 421 

546068 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A13656) $1712 

546069 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 {A13857) $1712 

546071 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A13869) $1712 

546072 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A13860) $1712 

542162 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 3000 (A13895) $1641 

576574 RADIO, MOTOROLA XTS 5000 (14747) $2 342 

576575 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14748) $2342 

576576 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14749) $2 342 

576577 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14750) $2 342 

576578 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14751) $2 342 

576579 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14762) $2 342 

576580 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14753) $2 342 

576581 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14754) $2 342 

576582 RADIO, MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14755) $2 342 

576583 RADIO. MOTOROU XTS 5000 (14756) $2 342 

443730 RAPID KINETICS ACCESSORY, HI-TECH SFA-1 2 (CASE) $4 450 

483964 READOUT UNIT, GEOKON GK-403 (RED) $3’l50 

560610 RECEIVER, TRIMBLE BOB $2'l74 

557336 REFRIGERATED CIRCUUTOR, NESUB CFT-75 $4 634 

481267 REFRIGERATED CIRCUUTOR, NESUB HX-600 $8 235 

492417 REFRIGERATED RECIRCUUTOR, NESUB CFT-75 $3 807 

REMOTE ACCESS SERVER, PATTON ELECTRONICS 2960 16- 
569217 PORT $3 578 

498562 REPEATER, TRIMBLE PACIFIC CREST (W/498561) (CASE) $1,950 
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456808 

456462 

472307 

1650 

1648 

1649 
SR0774 
3 

573547 

541983 

545524 

521553 

521554 

539717 

543541 

552872 

548669 

467627 

491064 

543077 

537849 

543042 

520691 

550852 

620925 

547016 

543582 

548359 

554775 

553719 

553749 

483032 

484747 

515827 

1642 

1643. 

1641 

1652 

1646 

448731 

SRO510 

0 

513625 

464906 

501087 


REPOSITORY, GAMMA PRODUCTS STEEL 

RESPIROMETER, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS OXYMAX 02/002 

(5) 

REVERSE OSMOSIS SYSTEM, BARNSTEAD ROPURE ST D6311 
RIFLE, CROSSMAN 760 PUMPMASTER AIR .177 CAL. 

RIFLE, RUGER 10-22 
RIFLE, RUGER 270 

ROTOTILLER, TROY-BILT 8211 8HP 
ROUTER, CISCO 1720 10/100 BASE T MODULAR 
ROUTER, CISCO 1720 ACCESS 
ROUTER, CISCO 2501 

SAFETY CABINET, LABCONCO PURIFIER (NOT TAGGED) 
SAFETY CABINET, LABCONCO PURIFIER (NOT TAGGED) 
SAMPLER CONCENTRATOR, TEKMAR DOHRMANN 3100 
SAMPLER CONCENTRATOR, TEKMAR DOHRMANN 3100 
SAP FLOW SYSTEM, DYNAMAX FLOW 32 (7) 

SAW, BUEHLER ISOMET LOW SPEED 

SAW, ELLIS 2000 MITRE BAND 

SCAN CONVERTER, FERAL SC500 AUTOSYNC 

SCANNER, AZTEK DIGITAL PHOTOLAB 1250 WIDE FORMAT 

SCANNER, EPSON EXPRESSION 1640XL 

SCANNER, EPSON EXPRESSION 1640XL 

SCANNER, MICROTEK SCANMAKER 5 

SCANNER, POLAROID SPRINTSCAN 4000 PLUS SLIDE 

SCANNER, UMAX MIRAGE II (NOT TAGGED) 

SCANNER, VIDEX LLP-256 LASERLITE PRO ASSET TRACKING 

SCANSERVER, AZTEK CPU/DPL-SS-XP PROFESSIONAL IMAGING 

SERVER, ORTEC ORSIM-III MC8 

SERVICE UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC 1046 

SERVICE UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC 1046 

SERVICE UNIT, TECATOR SOXTEC 1046 

SHAKER BATH, NEW BRUNSWICK G76 

SHAKER TABLE, NEW BRUNSWICK INNOVA 2300 

SHAKER, LAB-LINE ORBIT ENVIRON 

SHOTGUN, BROWNING AUTO 12 GA 

SHOTGUN, BROWNING AUTO 12 GA 

SHOTGUN, BROWNING BPS 12 GA (# ENGRAVED ON) 

SHOTGUN, HARRINGTON & RICHARDSON 410 
SHOTGUN, REMINGTON 1100 12 GA 
SHOW MANAGER, AVL 

SKID STEER LOADER, JOHN DEERE 675B 
SLIDE MAKER, GCC COLORFAST II DIGITAL 
SLIDE MAKER, GCC COLORFAST II DIGITAL 
SLIDE PROJECTOR, ELMO TRV-35H 


$12,300 

$44,726 

$3,025 

$100 

$300 

$850 

$1,667 

$1,987 

$1,733 

$3,036 

$5,895 

$5,895 

$11,355 

$12,681 

$5,697 

$4,043 

. $3,752 

$17,009 
$22,895 
$2,587 
$3,575 
$ 2,200 
$1,131 
$1,901 
$2,407 
$8,995 
$1,330 
$3,500 
$4,111 
$5,540 
$3,388 
$4,387 
$4,024 
$725 
$725 
$500 
$150 
$625 
$1,308 

$17,295 

$4,569 

$5,354 

$4,444 
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491063 SLIDE PROJECTOR, ELMO TRV-35H 
477157 SOIL MIXER, BOULDIN & LAWSON 12201 
492177 SOLVENT WORKSTATION, ZYMARK TURBO VAP II 
458385 SONIC DISRUPTOR, TEKMAR TM600-2 
457566 SONIC SIFTER, ATM L3 
482591 SPECTROMETER, ARC SPECTRAPRO-150 
466868 SPECTROMETER, CANBERRA 7404 QUAD ALPHA 
546825 SPECTROMETER, NICOLET 960 RAMAN 

496923 SPECTROMETER, NICOLET MAGNA-IR 860 

455127 SPECTROMETER, ORDELA PERALS 8100AB 

536886 SPECTROMETER, PERKIN ELMER 4300 ICP-OES 

507544 SPECTROMETER, SPECTRA PHYSICS MOPO-730 (2) 

483569 SPECTROMETER, WALLAC 1220 QUANTULUS LS 

464184 SPECTROPHOTOMETER, BROOKS RAND AF-02 COLD VAPOR (2) 
SPECTROPHOTOMETER, BROOKS RAND ATOMIC 
499379 FLUORESCENCE 

509503 SPECTROPHOTOMETER, MOLECULAR DEVICES SPECTRAMAX 
438087 SPECTROPHOTOMETER, PERKIN-ELMER 51 00 AA (4) 

SPECTROPHOTOMETER, VARIAN CARY 500 SCAN UV-VIS-NIR 
520101 (2) 

438024 SPECTRORADIOMETER, LI-COR LI-1800UW/22 (3) 

564041 SPRINT TRACK, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS (5) 

425429 STEREOMICROSCOPE, BAUSCH & LOMB ZOOM 95 

458189 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD M5 

425212 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD M5A 

425052 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA 

513629 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA 

414431 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA 

425428 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA 

425214 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA 

447349 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA 

425215 STEREOMICROSCOPE, WILD MSA (2) 

424090 STERILIZER, STERILMATIC STME-L 

441702 STORAGE VESSEL, BERGHOF/AMERICA 45L 

456526 SURFACE AREA ANALYZER, MICROMERITICS ASAP 2000 

529784 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 12 PORT 10/100 

503248 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 12 PORT 10/100 

574913 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 12-PORT 

576330 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 12-PORT 

556730 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 3 4924 

560507 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 3 4924 

556729 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK 3 4924 (2) 

545685 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK II 24-PORT DUAL SPEED HUB 500 
545686 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK II 24-PORT DUAL SPEED HUB 500 
547602 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK II 24-PORT DUAL SPEED HUB 500 
547603 SWITCH, 3COM SUPERSTACK II 24-PORT DUAL SPEED HUB 500 


$4,472 

$7,323 

$5,634 

$4,644 

$4,390 

$8,907 

$4,500 

$112,916 

$78,687 

$9,161 

$77,000 

$44,945 

$59,296 

$8,131 

$10,045 

$22,605 

$68,891 

$62,213 

$16,442 

$12,677 

$4,624 

$4,317 

$3,666 

$4,132 

$4,319 

$5,082 

$5,366 

$5,574 

$7,980 

$6,486 

$3,345 

$4,457 

$23,750 

$1,880 

$2,167 

$1,020 

$1,020 

$6,294 

$6,400 

$8,219 

$1,498 

$1,498 

$1,490 

$1,490 
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501090 

491056 

539756 

545528 

542718 

545568 

532581 

545801 

542231 

566716 

501091 

475972 

481968 

553743 

460276 

460277 

542356 

569887 


514176 

514177 

514178 

514179 

452165 

491050 

501085 

492532 

493695 

562268 

461202 

561175 

SR05157 

SRO5170 

SR02661 

SR02664 

SR02822 

SR02821 

SRO4054 

SR03126 

SR03125 

SR02826 

SRO2909 

SR03144 

SRO3016 
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(2) 

SWITCHER, EXTRON MATRIX 50 SERIES (5) 

SWITCHER, EXTRON SW 6AR MX (3) 

SYSTEM, COMET ASSAY ANALYSIS (3) 

TAPE DRIVE, DRIVEWORKS 8MM 
TAPE DRIVE, SUN 20GB STORAGE MODULE 
TAPE DRIVE, SUN 5GB 
TAPE DRIVE, SUN 5GB STORAGE PACK 
TAPE LIBRARY, COMPAQ SSL2020 
TAPE LIBRARY, QUALSTAR 6210 
TC/EA INTERFACE. THERMOQUEST ELEMENTAL ANALYZER 
TELECONFERENCER, GENTNER GT724 GROUP 
TELESCOPE, STAR-TRON MK 428 NIGHT VISION 
TELESCOPE, STAR-TRON MK 428 NIGHT VISION 
TELESCOPE/MICROSCOPE RECEPTOR, LI-COR 1800-06 (2) 
TELEVISION, MAGNAVOX 41" PN3041A102 
TELEVISION, TOSHIBA 32" CG3272B 
THERMALCYCLER, BIO-RAD ICYCLER (2) 

THERMOCYCLER, APPLIED BIOSYSTEMS GENEAMP PCR 9700 
THERMOCYCLER, APPLIED BIOSYSTEMS GENEAMP PCR 9700 
( 2 ?) 

THERMOCYCLER, EPPENDORF MASTERCYCLER GRADIENT 
THERMOCYCLER, EPPENDORF MASTERCYCLER GRADIENT 
THERMOCYCLER, EPPENDORF MASTERCYCLER GRADIENT 
THERMOCYCLER, EPPENDORF MASTERCYCLER GRADIENT 
THERMOGRAVIMETRIC ANALYZER, TA TGA 2950 
TILTSCREEN, AMX AXP-T/S 0696 
TILTSCREEN, AMX AXP-T/S 0696 
TIME BASE CORRECTOR, PRIME IMAGE TBC/FREEZE II 
TITRATION SYSTEM, RADIOMETER (3) (ERDA) 

TITRATOR, APOLLO SCITECH AS-ALK1 

TLD READER, HARSHAW QS 3500 

TRACE GAS CHROMATOGRAPH, THERMO FINNIGAN (2) 

TRACTOR, FORD 3600 

TRACTOR, NEW HOLLAND 16LA 

TRAILER, AMERATRAIL AIRBOAT 

TRAILER, CAROLINA TRAIL UTILITY 

TRAILER, CUSTOM TRAILER WORKS 8X24 FLATBED 

TRAILER, E-Z DUMPER EZ610DX DUMP 

TRAILER, E-Z LOADER 15-18 ELECTROFISHING 

TRAILER, E-Z-LOAD 

TRAILER, E-Z-LOAD 

TRAILER, MAGIC TILT CV1768 

TRAILER, MCCLAIN 18-13GD 

TRAILER, MICHI-CRAFT CANOE 

TRAILER, STARNES STARLINE PONTOON 


$7,480 

$3,463 

$17,500 

$2,560 

$2,478 

$1,000 

$1,120 

$11,499 

$16,810 

$169,657 

$2,824 

$7,604 

$7,604 

$3,782 

$1,499 

$1,099 

$55,331 

$7,241 

$8,996 

$5,921 

$5,921 

$5,921 

$5,921 

$26,037 

$3,833 

$6,261 

$3,521 

$7,765 

$8,900 

$11,295 

$98,563 

$9,637 

$17,000 

$2,490 

$1,000 

$3,650 

$4,148 

$2,176 

$1,000 

$1,000 

$1,148 

$1,475 

$1,269 

$1,397 
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SRO4057 

SR02663 

555087 

SR05458 

564438 

499673 

451416 

525829 

516453 

437375 

559185 

447126 

449929 

446742 

451283 

501105 

545563 

425441 

491051 

520748 

501706 

491052 

492537 

501086 

489022 

469953 

475193 

475191 

510876 

505271 

516230 

SR0697 

7 

555983 

531611 

573740 

468627 

450398 

451633 

584963 


TRAILER, SUPREME UT.7000 FLATBED ^ 

TRAILER, TIMBER WOLF H612T UTILITY (RECYCLING) 
TREADMILL, COLUMBUS INSTRUMENTS (2) 

TRENCHER, DITCH WITCH 4010DD 
TYPEWRITER, IBM WHEELWRITER 5000 
TYPEWRITER, IBM WHEELWRITER 5000 
ULTRA CENTRIFUGE, BECKMAN OPTIMA L-80 W/2 ROTORS 
ULTFIAPURE WATER SYSTEM, MILLIPORE MILLI-Q ELEMENT 
ULTRASOUND SYSTEM, ALOKA SSD-500V PORTABLE (4) 
ULTRASOUND SYSTEM, TOSHIBA SONOLAYER-L SAL-32B (6) 
UV DETECTOR, ALLTECH 460 
UVA/IS DETECTOR, DIONEX 
VACUUM OVEN, FISHER 282A ISOTEMP 
VIBROCORER, ROSSFELDER HUMMINGCOR W-1 
VIDEO CAMERA SYSTEM, FUHRMAN DIVERSIFIED (2) 

VIDEO CAMERA, SONY DXC-970MD 3CCD (3) 

VIDEO CASSETTE RECORDER, JVC 
VIDEO CASSETTE RECORDER, PANASONIC AG6300 
VIDEO CASSETTE RECORDER, PANASONIC AG-7350 
VIDEO COPY PROCESSOR, MITSUBISHI P68U 
VIDEO COPY PROCESSOR, MITSUBISHI P78U 
VIDEO IMAGER, PANASONIC WE-160 (2) 

VIDEO SYSTEM, SIERRA 16 BY 16 (2) 

VIDEO VISUALIZER, CANON RE-350 
WATER BATH, LINDBERG/BLUE RSWB3222A (2) 

WATER QUALITY LOGGER, GRANTATSI 3800 (2) 

WATER QUALITY LOGGER, YSI 6000 UPG (2) 

WATER QUALITY LOGGER, YSI 6000 UPG (2) 

WATER QUALITY MULTIPROBE, HYDROLAB H20 (2) 

WATER QUALITY PROBE, YSI 6000 UPG3 
WAVELENGTH ANALYZER, BURLEIGH RFP-3600 RESOLVER 


WELDER, MILLER BLUE STAR II WTTRAILER 

X-RAY ARRAY DETECTOR, CANBERRA GUI01102 (3) (NOT 

TAGGED) 

X-RAY DETECTOR, CANBERRA SL30165 (UNTAGGED) 
X-RAY DIFFRACTOMETER, SCINTAG X2 XGEN-4000 (2) 
X-RAY INSPECTION SYSTEM, TORREX 150D 
X-RAY MACHINE, MINXRAY 903 B-85 PORTABLE 
X-RAY MACHINE, MINXRAY X300G PORTABLE 
XRF ANALYZER, INNOV-X SYSTEMS ALPHA-4000 SL 
ENVIRONMENTAL METALS 


$1,969 

$6,278 

$12,677 

$33,199 

$1,217 

$1,491 

$53,123 

$8,326 

$15,545 

$15,225 

$3,026 

$7,550 

$3,638 

$8,100 

$13,664 

$12,272 

$1,000 

$1,800 

$5,093 

$3,609 

$3,180 

$5,674 

$14,323 

$3,570 

$3,118 

$6,386 

$8,204 

$8,677 

$4,375 

$6,633 

$21,534 

$1,443 

$65,907 

$8,500 

$121,679 

$13,800 

$5,000 

$5,300 

$34,095 
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DOE-Owned 

Buildings Assigned to SREL 


NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION 

AREA 

056-00A 

Picnic Shelter 

A 

662-5G 

Par Pond Boat Dock 

G 

662-8G 

Pond B Boat Dock 

G 

662-9G 

Pond C Boat Dock 

G 

737-1 1A 

Greenhouses 6, 7, & 8 

A 

737-1 2A 

Greenhouse 9 

A 

737-1 3A 

Rhizotron 

A 

737-14A 

Flight Cage #3 

A 

737-1 5A 

Flight Cage #4 

A 

737-1 7A 

Cold Room 

Growth Chambers/Storage 

A 

737-1 8A 

Building 

Outdoor Equipment Storage 

A 

737-1 9A 

Area 

A 

737-1A 

Aquatic Animal Facility 

A 

737-20A 

Grounds Maintenance 

A 

737-21 A 

Disinfection Facility 

A 

737-22A 

Business Annex 

A 

737-24A 

Animal Care Facility 

A 

737-25A 

Technician Office Building 

A 

737-26A 

Receiving Building 

A 

737-27A 

Distance Learning Center 

A 

737-28A 

RFTS Heavy Equipment Shed 

A 

737-2A 

Headhouse 

A 

737-3A 

Greenhouses 1 & 3 

A 

737-4A 

Greenhouses 4 & 5 

A 

737-5A 

Maintenance Shop 

A 

737-6A 

Brooder House 

A 

737-7A 

Flight Cage #1 

A 

737-8A 

Flight Cage #2 

A 

737-9A 

Experimental Ponds (6 each) 

A 

737-A 

Main Laboratory 

A 

737-G 

Par Pond Laboratory 

G 

739-4G 

Aquatic Ecology Laboratory 
Aquatic Ecology Laboratory 

AEL 

739-G 

Greenhouse 

Storage Building (not yet 

AEL 

745-4A 

transferred to SREL) 

A 

754-03 

Diesel Generator 

A 

772-4G 

Wild Animal Holding Facility 

Forestry 

772-1 2B 

Artificial Streams 

B- 

772-25B 

HWCTR Laboratory 

E-3 

B 
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CHAPTER 1. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 


1.1 POLICY 

All employees of the University of Georgia and al) persons at the Savannah River Site (SRS) who 
work under the auspices of the University of Georgia (previously referred to as “personner’) are 
responsible for the safety of personnel and safe operation of equipment with which they are 
involved. The EHrector of the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) is ultimately 
responsible for the safety of all SREL personnel and subcontractors. Faculty and other SREL 
supervisors are directly responsible for supervising the safety of their personnel and 
subcontractors. SREL personnel are personally responsible for ensuring that they do not contribute 
to injuries of fellow workers or themselves, and they have the right to cease any work activities 
that they consider to be unsafe. Each classified position must be reviewed as to the safety 
requirements of the job and how safety performance will be assessed. 

1.2 SCOPE 

This SREL Safety Manual is a ready reference document for general policy and information for all 
SREL personnel. This manual is not an all-inclusive compilation of regulations and procedures; 
rather, it is a broad guide to safety requirements. Additional information can be obtained from the 
new personnel training program, job-specific training, project safety appraisal forms, chemical 
hygiene plans, and by contacting supervisors and the SREL Safety Service. 

When necessary, changes to the SREL Safety Manual will be reviewed by the Safety Committee, 
approved by the SREL Director, and reissued to employees with a notification of the changes. 

1.3 REGULATORY BASIS 

The SREL Safety Manual establishes guidelines that comply with requirements set by the 
University of Georgia, and by the standards set adopted in conjunction with the U.S. Department 
of Energy (DOE) (see Appendix A: Attachment 2). 

1.3.1 Complaints 

SREL encourages any employee who has a complaint about job safety to refer to their immediate 
supervisor or the SREL Environmental Health and Safety Manager for appropriate resolution. 

1.3.2 Infernal Appraisals 

Internal appraisals of the EH&S Program will be conducted annually by SREL management. 

L4 SAFETY PROGRAM ORGANIZA TION AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

1.4.1. SREL Director 

The SREL Director will be the final authority in safely matters. The Director can delegate this 
responsibility to the Environmental Health and Safety Manager or other technically qualified 
individuals. 

1.4.2. SREL Environmental Health and Safety Manager 

The SREL Envirorimental Health and Safety Manager (EH&S Manager) is that SREL staff 
member, appointed by the Director, who is qualified by education, training, and e.xperience to 
direct both the laboratory and radiation safety programs at SREL. The SREL Environmental 
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Health and Safety Manager is responsible for all industrial safety, industrial hygiene, fire 
protection, firearms safety, radiation safety and vehicle safety programs. Other responsibilities 
include the management of safety training and safety awareness programs. SREL Safety Services 
is comprised of the SREL EH&S Manager and SREL’s Laboratory Safety Officer. 

Ld.3. SREL Health and Safely Committee 

The SREL Health and Safety Committee addresses the health and safety concerns associated with 
the operation of SREL and reports to the SREL Director. The responsibilities of this committee 
are outlined in its committee charter (S- 94-0001). 

1.4.4. SREL Supervisors 

Each supervisor will approve all projects under his/her supervision and coordinate necessary safely 
activities with other staff members. To carry out these responsibilities, each supervisor will; 

a) Become familiar with the work being performed under his/her supervision and address safety 
considerations. 

b) Provide personnel with training that enables them to safely perform their assigned duties. 

c) Provide personnel with equipment and supplies to enable them to perform their assigned duties 
safely. 

d) 'Assign personnel job duties that take into account the individual’s physical limitations and 
abilities. 

e) 'Develop procedures and controls that will provide for the safe performance of assigned 
duties. 

f) Monitor personnel safety perfonnance and adherence to approved and established safety 
procedures. 

g) Inform personnel of safety policies and any changes to these policies. 

h) Initiate corrective actions for identified safely deficiencies. 

i) Report accidents and injuries to the Environmental Health and Safety Manager. 

j) Review all job descriptions and ensure that safety is included as a measure of job performance. 

Note: ‘denotes portions of the Safety Manual that are included in the DOE accepted 
standards set resulting from the Necessary and Sufficient Process (1997). 
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I. 4.5. SREL Personnel 

SR£L personnel will perform all assigned work in a manner that minimizes risk and in accordance 
with applicable procedures and training. SREL personnel have the responsibility and authority to 
cease work activities when they consider such activities to be unsafe. SREL personnel must report 
the following information immediately to their supervisor; 

a) All job-related Injuries and illnesses 

b) Accidents causing injury 

c) Incidents with a potential for injury 

d) Violations of safety procedures, intentional or not 

e) Defective equipment which may lead to worker injury or illness 

f) Unusual or unanticipated hazards 

g) Any condition which may adversely affect an individual’s ability to perform their assigned 
duties safely. 

J, 5 SAFETY TRAINING PROGRAM 

The objective of the SREL Safety Training Program is lo provide personnel with the information 
necessary to enable them to work safely by minimizing risk. Records of all documented SREL 
safety training will be maintained in the appropriate personnel files. If an individual works on 
SREL projects and is required to have a permanent site badge, the individual must attend SREL 
Safety Orientation for New Personnel (SOlOO). For other individuals who work on SREL 
projects, the Individual’s supervisor must either utilize the Safety Briefing for Visitors to the 
SREL forrn or send the individual lo the Safety Orientation for New Personnel. All vendors or 
subcontractors working at SREL facilities will sign a Safety Briefing for Vendors Form. 

1.5.1 Safety Orientation for New Personnel 

All new, badged SREL personnel will receive general safety training provided by SREL Safety 
Services. They will be required to read the applicable sections of the SREL Safety Manual and 
discuss any questions with their supervisor. 

1.5.2 Job-Specific Training 

Faculty members or technically qualified line supervisors will provide job-specific training 
required by a particular lab/field (SREL Safety Course: JSlOl), maintenance/electrical (SREL 
Safety Course: JS102), or administrative (SREL Safety Course: JS103)job assignment. If any 
SREL personnel receive an assignment to a job or work area that has special hazards or requires 
precautions that are not outlined in this safety manual, the responsible Faculty member or line 
supervisor shall provide and document specific safety instruction. Additional training will be 
provided as required by new assignments or changes in procedure. The supervisor shall ensure 
that personnel do not begin work without adequate safety equipment or the knowledge of safety 
practices necessary to perform that job. 

1.5h 3 Task Specific Training 

All personnel whose job duties require them to perform tasks with the following will be required 
to lake task specific safety training: maintenance equipment, chain saws, motorized boats, forklifts, 
all-terrain vehicles, radioactive materials, lasers, and X-ray producing devices. 
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1.5.4 Vehicle Safety 

Only UGA employees or students paid from UGA stipends and who possess a valid driver's 
license are permitted to drive or operate SREL motor vehicles (UGA or GSA leased vehicles).AIl 
vehicle accidents on the Savannah River Site shall be reported to the Savarmah River Site 
Operations Center (SRSOC)at 5-1911. For offsite government vehicle accidents, notily the local 
police authority and obtain a police report. All government vehicle accidents shall be reported to 
the vehicle custodian, the appropriate SREL supervisor, and the SREL EH&S Manager. 

1.5.6 Additional Voluntary Safety Related Training 

Voluntary safety related training programs may be made available periodically to SREL personnel 
by SREL Safety Services in areas such as: Fire Prevention, Radiation Safety, Personal Safety and 
Security, Laboratory Safety, Ergonomics and similar topics. 
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CHAPTER 2. MEDICAL AND EMERGENCY PROCEDURES 

This chapter outlines for SREL personnel the minimum requirements for reporting injuries, 
obtaining medical treatment for job-related injuries, and responding to emergency situations. 

2J FJ^MVENTiyE MEASURES 

SREL personnel will take appropriate measures to protect themselves from health and safely 
hazards. SREL Safety Services will supply barrier creams for protection from skin contact hazards 
and sunscreen lotions for protection from UV light hazards. 

Z2 REPORTING INJURIES 

SREL personnel will report all work related injuries and illnesses to their supervisors and abide by 
any work restrictions specified by medical personnel. SREL personnel will follow these 
procedures when reporting work related injuries and illnesses: 

1. SREL personnel will promptly report all work related injuries and illnesses to their supervisor. 

2. The injured/il! person’s supervisor will determine the need for medical attention. However, 
personnel may seek medical attention at any time they deem necessary. Completed UGA and 
DOE IncidentyAccidenl forms are required for any injuries that require medical attention 
beyond first aid treatment. UGA employees are encouraged to fill out a Worker’s 
Compensation Form within 5 working days if they have suffered an injury on the job. 

3. For on-site injuries requiring emergency medical attention, the SRSOC should be contacted at 
phone number, 3-391 l(froni an SRS phone) or (803)-725-191 1 from a cell phone. 

4. The injured/ill person will submit copies of the medical evaluation form to his/her supervisor 
and the SREL Safety Services. 

5. The supervisor will assign or modify job duties of the injured/IH person consistent with any 
work restrictions advised by qualified physician. 

23 SAFETY SHOfVERS AND EYE fVASH STATIONS 

SREL Research and Facilities Technical Services (RFTS) conducts annua) inspections and tests of 
safety showers and eye wash stations. 

The route to each shower and eye wash station will remain unobstructed. 

The following steps describe the use of safety showers and eye wash stations. 

a) Shower. Turn the shower on full and slay under until ail injurious material has been 
washed away. Remove clothing if it is saturated with injurious materials. Do not remove 
chemical splash goggles until the individual’s head is thorouahJv rinsed and flushed of 
chemicals. After showering, warm the body by wrapping immediately in a blanket to 
avoid shock from the cold water. Do not be shy about removing clothing; it could cost 
you your flesh! 

Eve Wash. Do not remove chemical splash goggles unlit the individual’s face and 
eves are thoroughly rinsed or flushed of chemicals, because residual injurious 
material may drain into the eves. Wash material from around the chemical splash 
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goggles, remove ihem and, while holding the affected eye open whh one hand, wash 
irritants from the eye. Wash eye thoroughly for 15 minutes. 

2.4 MEDICAL EMERCEmES 

In the event of a medical emergency at SRS, immediately call 3-39 11. 

2.4.1 *Snakebiles 

Bites by venomous snakes or by snakes that cannot be identified should receive medical attention. 
A victim should receive medical attention as quickly as possible, even in cases when snakebite is 
only suspected. The following general frrsi aid steps should be used for snakebite on the SRS: 

1 . Seek medical attention immediately. Call 3-391 1 or notiiy the SRSCX3 by two-way radio. The 
SRSOC will dispatch an ambulance to treat and transport the binen individual to University 
Hospital in Augusta, Georgia. 

2. Contact the University Hospital EmergeiKy Room by telephone at (706)-774-5060 and let 
them know that a snakebite victim is on the w^. Request that they contact an attending 
physician who is experienced in treating snakebite victims. 

3. Keep the victim as calm as possible, preferably lying down. 

4. If bitten on an extremity, immobilize the extremity and keep it at or below heart level. 

5. DO NOT : incise the affected area, apply constricting bands or tourniquets, cool the bite site, or 
compress extremities by wrapping. 

2.5 ^FJRE SAFETY Am EMERCEmmS 

All SREL personnel are responsible for complying with the fire safety requirements that are 
applicable to their job tasks as set fonh in the following: 

University of Georgia Fire Safety Manual 
NFPA 101 - Life Safety Code 

NFPA 45 - Fire Protection for Laboratories Using Chemicals 
NFPA 30 - Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code 
NFPA 59 - Storage and Handling of Liquefied Petroleum Gases 

SREL management, supervisors, and area custodians are responsible for assuring that facilities and 
operations under their control meet the preceding fire safety requirements. 

SREL Safety Services is responsible for evaluating SREL programs and facilities for compliance 
with respect to fire safely requirements. 

The SREL RFTS is responsible for placement, maintenance, and inspection of facility fire 
extinguishers in compliance with NFPA 10 - Standard for Portable Fire Extinguishers. 

In the event of a fire alarm, personnel will exit the facility using the shortest, safe route and 
proceed to the designated primary fire rally point. Personnel will remain at the fire rally point 
until given further direction by SRS fire department personnel. 


2.6 ^HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL SPILLS ORRELEASES 

In the event of a hazardous chemical spill or uncontrolled release of hazardous materials, SREL 
personnel will notify their immediate supervisor. SREL personnel will take appropriate measures 
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to contain the spilled materia), notify other affected personnel, and evacuate the area if necessary. 
The supervisor will determine the necessity of contacting the SRSOC (3-391 1) for emergency 
response and cleanup. The supervisor w ill notify- SREL Safety Services in the event that the 
SRSOC is contacted. SREL Safety Services is available for consultation with regard to spill 
response and cleanup. 

2.7 SITEWWE EMERGEI^CIES 

2.7.1 Responsibilities 
Director 

Responsible for providing public information coordination with DOE-SR public information 
personnel (Office of External Affairs). 

Emergency Coordinator (Assistant Directorl 

• Responsible for developing and implementing emergency response procedures. 

• Ensures that all SREL personnel are trained in the SREL Emergency Response Procedures. 

• Directs emergency responses and protective actions, when required. 

Assistant Emergency Coordinator (EHAS Manager! 

Assumes the responsibilities of the Emergency Coordinator when the Emergency Coordinator is 
not present. 

Laboratory and Office Supervisors 

Responsible for establishing emergency shutdown procedures when appropriate for laboratory 
operations, and for ensuring that these procedures are posted and current. 

Receptiooisl 

• Receives notifications of emergencies that have occurred elsewhere on the SRS (from the 
SRSOC) and from SREL personnel for any emergency conditions at SREL. 

• Notifies the SREL Emergency Coordinator of emergency conditions. 

• Announces protective actions over the intercom system, as directed by the Emergency 
Coordinator. 

• Notifies the SRSOC or other emergency organizations such as fire, medical, or security in case 
of emergency conditions at the SREL, as directed by the Emergency Coordinator, or other 
appropriate authority. 
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SREL Personnel 

• Responsible for appropriately responding to all sitewide emergency notifications. 

• Responsible for the safe evacuation of visitors. 

• Follow shutdown procedures for laboratory equipmem, if safety permits. 

• Personnel with physical impairments are responsible for meeting with the SREL Emergency 
Coordinator to plan in advance a safe exit route. 

• Responsible for signing out a fully charged and functioning, portable two-way radio when 
working in areas where site emergency announcements cannot be heard. Personnel will keep 
these radios on while in the field. 

2.7.2 *Field Operations Procedures 

In the event of an emergency situation occurring elsewhere on the Savannah River Site 

that affects SREL personnel, the following will occur: 

1 . The SRSOC will notify the SREL Receptionist and SREL field personnel via radio that an 
emergency has occurred and/or is in progress, give information on the type and status of the 
emergency, affected SRS areas, and recommended protective actions. 

2. The Receptionist will then notify the Emergency Coordinator (the Assistant Coordinator if the 
Emergency Coordinator is not available) and give him The information from the SRSOC. The 
actions of the Emergency Coordinator will depend on the recommendations of the SRSOC and 
the emergency situation. 

3. The Emergency Coordinator will check with the Vehicle custodians (or designees) to 
determine which personnel are signed out on the vehicle and/or two-way radio lists. 

4. Supervisors will notify SREL personnel within the SRS environs (via radio) of the required or 
recommended protective actions. 

5. Personnel within the SRS environs shall perform these protective actions and shall notify the 
SREL receptionist when these actions have been successfully completed. 

6. The receptionist shall notify the Emergency Coordinator of the status of protective actions by 
Iheir program personnel. The Emergency Coordinator is responsible for ensuring that the 
SRSOC has been notified that SREL personnel have safely and successfully completed the 
protective actions. 

7. If attempts to notify SREL personnel are not successful, the Emergency Coordinator shall be 
notified immediately. It is the Emergency Coordinator's responsibility to notify the SRSOC 
that protective actions by SREL personnel cannot be verified and that personnel may still be in 
the affected area. At this lime, the SRSOC may dispatch security or other personnel to the 
affected area to locale and evacuate the SREL personnel. 

2.7.3 * SRS Threat, Bomb Threat and Intruder Alert Procedures 

Bomb Threat or other SRS Threat 

If a bomb ihieat or other threat to SRS is received by telephone, remain as calm as possible and 

record as much information as possible using the SRS Tfu-eat Checklist (see Appendix A, 
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Anachment 4 of this manual. As soon as the threat call has ended contact the SRSOC by phone at 
3-3911 

Intruder Alert 

When SREL Supervision is notified of a possible intruder incident, or when such an incident 
occurs, SREL personnel will: 

1. Close and lock outside doors. 

2. Assist Security in checking the building for unauthorized personnel. 

3. Report suspicious activity to Security. 

4. If dismissed by the Director of SREL or other responsible authority, leave the SRS by the 

prescribed route, away from the incident area. 

2.7.4 ‘Natural Disaster Procedures 

1. Advance warning, if any, will be received from the SRSOC and disseminated over the 
intercom. 

2. The Emergency Coordinator is responsible for directing protective actions, if any. 

3. Personnel should remain indoors. In the event of a tornado or other extremely high wind 
situations, personnel should stay away from windows and glass doors as much as possible. 

* ‘Those personnel out-of-doors during passage of possible tornadoes should keep low to 
the ground and avoid being caught in open fields. Tornadoes often accompany 
thunderstorms. Therefore, personnel must avoid both lightning and possible flash floods. If 
using a boat, return to shore and seek higher ground. Avoid ravines and shallow creek beds 
that may channel sudden surges of water. 

5 . The Emergency Coordinator will request assistance from Medical, Security, or Fire, as 
needed. He will either telephone direct or request assistance through the SRSOC. 

Personnel may request emergency assistance without first notifying the Emergency 
Coordinator; however, he should be notified as soon as possible. 

6. All personnel should immediately report any facility or equipment damage resulting from 
a natural disaster to their supervisor and the SREL Emergency Coordinator. If necessary, 
the Emergency Coordinator will report any damage to the SRSOC 

7. Damage assessment activities will be directed by the Emergency Coordinator with the 
assistance of SREL RFTS Personnel and the SREL EH&S Manager. 

2.7.5 ‘Emergencies During Non-duty Hours 
Emergencies at SREL 

Personnel aware of emergency situations at SREL during non-duty hours shall be responsible for 
protective actions at SREL. These personnel shall report the situation to the SRSOC (3-391 1) as 
soon as possible, consistent with safety. Requests for medical, fire, and security support can be 
made directly by calling the SRSCX^ at 3-3911. 

Personnel discovering and reporting the emergency incident are responsible for ensuring that a 
protective response evacuation has taken place, if required, by physically checking the building, if 
time and circumstances permit this action without sacrificing safety. Assistance shall be sought 
from any other personnel in the building. 


Emergencies Nol at SREL 
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If the SRSOC informs any SREL personnel, during non-duty hours, that an actual (or impending) 
emergency requiring protective actions of personnel at the SREL has occurred, it is the 
responsibility of this person (or the most senior faculty member present) to fulfill the required 
protective actions, including notifying other personnel in the building and implementing any 
required shutdown procedures. Non-duty hours are defined as limes when the SREL Receptionist 
station is not staffed, weekends, or during SREL holidays. Requests for Security assistance should 
be made through the SRSCXT at phone number: 5-19I I. 

Physically check all rooms in the building (if appropriate and if there is sufficient time) before 
evacuating the building. Obtain assistance from other personnel in the building, if available. 
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CHAPTERS. GENERAL SAFETY 

This chapter provides SREL employees with minimum safety requirements for general work. 

3.1 GENERAL SAFETY POUCIES 

The following general safety policies apply to all SREL personnel: 

1. Perform any work assignment only if convirKed that it can be done safely. The following items 
should be considered: 

a) The individual is properly trained. 

b) The right tools are selected. 

c) The proper protective clothing and devices are readily available. 

2. Report all work related injuries and illnesses to immediate supervisor and abide by any work 
restrictions specified by medical personnel. 

3. Report all area emergencies (i.e., fires, large chemical spills, life-threatening Injuries) to the 
SRSOC by telephoning 3-391 1 on site. 

4. Adhere to all posted safety warnings and written procedures. 

5. Report all observed unsafe practices or conditions to immediate supervisor. 

6. Maintain good housekeeping practices in each work location. 

7. *Do not place material and equipment with the potential for emitting hazardous gases or fumes 
near building air intakes. 

8. *Do not operate electrically powered tools that have not been inspected by maintenance 
personnel. SREL does not allow personally owned power tools in the laboratory or the field. 

9. Maintain work related equipment and supplies in a safe operating condition. 

10. Maintain clear access to fire extinguishers, fire alarm pull stations, eieciricai service panels, 
standpipes, and safety equipment ( e.g. safety showers, eye wash stations). 

11. Maintain and hotise all venomous snakes or dangerous animals in locked, clearly marked 
containers or contairunent areas. 

12. **00 not wear shorts or sandals where hazardous chemicals are used or stored. 

13. ^Do not wear contact lenses when working with hazardous chemicals, 

14. When working outdoors, wear clothing that provides adequate protection from the elements 
and the environment, such as extreme cold or hot weather, or thick vegetation or cold water. 

1 5. Wear adequate personal protective equipment when working with sharp objects or tools, such 
as knives, scalpels, glass, equipment blades, and aluminum flashing. 

16. Wear adequate personal protective equipment when working with equipment or processes that 
produce extremes of heat or cold, such as motors, engines, hot plates, gas burners, soldering, 
welding, and cryogenic material or equipment. 

17. Keep walkways clear and working surfaces in good repair- 
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3.2 *VEHJCLE SAFETY 

SREL personnel will follow ihese rules of vehicle safety: 

1. Report any maintenance problems with goveminenl vehicles (broken windshields, lights, 
mirrors, stuck windows, faulty brakes, etc.) immediately to the custodian to whom the vehicle 
is assigned. 

2. Wear seal belts at all limes while riding in government vehicles. 

3. Secure all material carried in open trucks against shifting, sliding, or blowing out. 

4. Report any vehicle accidents that occur on the SRS immediately to the SRSOC (5-1911). A 
written report will be made by WSl at that time. 

5. For offsite government vehicle accidents, notify the local police authority and obtain a police 
report. 

6. All government vehicle accidents shall be reported to the vehicle custodian, the appropriate 
SREL si 4 >ervisor, and the SREL EH&S Manager (5-0063). Completion of an accident report 
will be required at this lime arid a review of the accident will lake place. 

7. In addition to these basic vehicle safety rules, SREL vehicle operators will operate government 
vehicles in accordance with current South Carolina Motor Vehicle regulations. 

3.3 *GENERAl ELECTRICAL SAFETY RULES 

Only SREL electricians or computer maintenance personnel are permitted to repair or 
modify electrically powered equipment. 

SREL personnel are responsible for adhering to the following procedures: 

1 . Visually inspect electrical equipment before use. 

2. Never use equipment that has a damaged power cord, socket or insulating case. 

3. Never use an extension cord that is damaged. 

4. Never use an extension cord or multiple-outlet adapter plugs as substitutes for permanent 
wiring, 

5. Never place an extension cord in an area where it might become damaged or where it presents 
a tripping hazard. 

6. Avoid kinking or excessive bending of extension and power cords. This may damage the wire 
inside, which could create a shock hazard. 

7. Never perform maintenance on an energized piece of equipment. 

8. When using electrical equipment in a wet or damp location, contact the SREL electrician to 
ensure that the equipment is approved for that type of work. 

9. Never use electrical equipment in a potentially explosive atmosphere. 

3.4 ^PORTABLE POWER HAND TOOLS 

In addition to the risks of handling, a portable power tool presents hazards similar to those 
of a stationary machine of the same kind. Selection of the proper tool for a particular task 
is extremely important. This selection is the responsibility of the supervisor. 

SREL RFTS is responsible for inspecting each portable power hand tool before assigning 
it and after it is relumed. If necessary, SREL RFTS will repair or replace a tool. 


15 



335 


EHS-04^1 
8/!Cy04. dmi 
Revision 3 


The use of a ground wire on every portable eleciric tool is required unless the too! is 
double insulated. Such tools will carry such permanent marking as "double insulation" or 
"double insulated" and/or the followin g symbol: 


The supervisor is responsible for ensuring that power hand tool operators use the 
appropriate personal protective equipment for the task. 

SREL personnel will use the following procedures for hand tools: 

1 . Do not operate a power hand tool without receiving training in its proper use and limitations. 

2. When working on or near electrical equipment where a shock hazard exists, ensure that the 
equipment is locked out according to the lockout procedure. 

3. If necessary, erect barricades or curtains, or post signs near the work area. 

4. Always test the tool's operating trigger before beginning the task. This test ensures that the 
operation ceases when you release the trigger. 

5. When using pneumatic (air-powered) hand tools, ensure that the air hose and hose connections 
are designed for the air pressure to be used and that they have no weak spots or loose fittings. 
Although equipment inspection Is primarily the responsibility of the SREL RFTS, every user 
should perform an operational check before using the tool. 

6. Never leave a portable hand tool unattended without disconnecting the power source (i.e., 
electricity or air pressure). 

7. Notify the SREL RFTS immediately if the assigned tool is malfunctioning. 

5,5 *EQUIPMENTAND MA CHINE GUARDING 

Operation of some SREL equipment and machines may present the additional hazards such as the 
potential for cuts, punctures, abrasions, pinching, or crushing as a result of accidental contact with 
moving parts, power transmission components, or the point of operation. Equipment or machinery 
that presents these hazards shall be adequately guarded to protect personnel from injury. The 
following policies will be followed with respect to equipment guarding and safeguards. 

1. SREL personnel will inspect equipment guarding few proper operation and integrity prior to 
each use of the equipment and will immediately remove from service, equipment with 
inadequate or damaged guarding. 

2. SREL personnel will utilize all equipment guarding and safeguards as designed, and shall not 
attempt to circumvent or operate equipment or machinery without such guarding or safeguards 
in place. 

3. SREL personnel will not modify or engineer changes to factory installed equipment guarding 
or safeguards without specific approval from their SREL supervisor. 
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5.6 PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT 

SREL supervisors will provide personal protective equipment for eyes. face, head, 
extremities, respiratory system, skin, or hearing to employees if physical, chemical, or 
radiological hazards could cause injury or impairment. Supervisors, with the assistance of 
the Environmental Health and Safety Manager wlwn necessary, will determine protective 
clothing and equipment needs for specific work activities prior to beginning that activity. 
Supervisors will instruct personnel on the proper use and maintenance of personal 
protective equipment. 

SREL personnel will; 

1 . Use personal protective equipment as instructed and in areas where it is required. 

2. Use, maintain, and store personal protective equipment in a sanitary and reliable manner. 

3. Never modify personal protective equipment. 

3.7 GEORGIA RIGHT TO KNOW LAW 

The Georgia Right To Know Law is invoked for all State of Georgia employees by the following 
law and rules: 

The Public employee Hazardous Chemical Protections And Right To Know Act of 1988 OfTiciaJ 
Code Of Georgia Annotated, Title 45, Chapter 22 

Georgia Department of Labor Safety Engineering Section Chapter 300'3- 19 Public Employee 
Hazardous Chemical Protection And Right To Know Rules 

The purpose of the Georgia Right To Know Law is to ensure that the hazards associated with 
chemicals are evaluated and that this hazard information is communicated to affected employers 
and employees. Copies of the Georgia Right To Know Law and the University of Georgia’s policy 
and implememaiion plan may be obtained from the SREL Environmental Health and Safety 
Manager or by visiting The University of Georgia’s Environmental Safety Division website at the 
following URL: 

http://www,esd.ug3.edu/rtk/ 

3.7.1 SREL Supervisors 

SREL supervisors are responsible for the following with respect to the UGA HAZARDOUS 
CHEMICAL PROTECTION COMMUNICATION (RIGHT TO KNOW) PLAN : 

1 . Ensuring that any employee who will routinely be exposed to any hazardous chemical, 
receives additional CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC TRAINING before beginning work on the 
following: 

a) any such chemicals present in workplace operations 

b) physical and health effects of the chemicals 

c) methods and observation techniques used to determine the presence or release of the 
chemicals in the work area 

d) how to lessen or prevent exposure to these chemicals by proper work practices and 
use of personal protective equipment 

e) emergency procedures to be followed in the event of exposure 
0 procedures for safe disposal of waste chemicals. 
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2. Maintaining ready accessibilin' of MSDS's for employees in their work areas for review 
during each work shift. 

3. Requesting assistance from SREL Safety Ser\'ices concerning any non-routine occurrences 
involving hazardous chemicals. 

4. Assuring that employees who work with hazardous chemicals complete annual Georgia 
Right-To-Know Chemical-Specific Refresher Training. This training is available on the 
University of Georgia’s Environmental Safety Division website at the following URL: 

hnp://w\vw.esd,uga.edu/nkcs/ 

SREL supervisors are also responsible for ensuring that personnel under their supervision adhere 

to the policies specified in the UGA Policy and Procedure Manual, Environmental Safety Services 

Division: Environmental Safety Policies and Environmental Safety Procedures. 

3.7.2 SREL Chemical Coordinators 

SREL Chemical Coordinators are responsible for: 

1 . Ensuring that labels of all incoming containers of hazardous chemicals are legible and are not 
removed or defaced, display the appropriate hazard warnings, list the name and address of the 
manufacturer, 

2. Affixing the date of arrival on all chemicals. 

3. Informing SREL Safety Services if they arc unable lo obtain an MSDS for any hazardous 
chemical. 

4. Ensuring that Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for each hazardous chemical arc readily 
accessible within each work shift where these chemicals are used or stored. 

5. Posting MSDS Location Signs and Laboratory Caution Signs in their respective chemical 
laboratory areas. 

6. Maintaining an inventory of hazardous chemicals stored or used in their work areas. 

7. Ensuring that legible labels are affixed to all containers lo which hazardous chemicals are 
transferred. All secondary containers of hazardous chemicals will be labeled with the 
following: 

a) the chemical name (as it appears on the MSDS) 

b) the transfer date 

c) the custodian 

d) a completed National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) diamond label 

8. Revising hazardous chemical container labeling in the event that they become aware of 
significant changes regarding the hazards of such chemicals. 

3.7.3 SREL Safety Services 

The SREL Safety Services is responsible for: 

1 . Providing for initial SREL personnel training on categories of chemical hazards, methods to 
prevent exposure to hazardous chemicals, and the details of The UGA Right To Know Plan 
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3.7.4 SREL Personnel 

SREL personnel are responsible for: 

1 . Knowing the location of the Material Safely Data Sheets (MSDSs) for chemicals used or 
stored in their work areas. 

2. Reading the labels and MSDSs for the hazardous chemicals they use. 

3. Following established procedures for the handling and storage of hazardous chemicals. 

4. Reporting all hazardous chemical spills to their immediate supervisor. 
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3,8 JNDUSTJilAl HYGIENE PROGRAM 

The SREL Industrial Hygiene Prog’am in compliance with the American Cwiference of 
Governmental Industrial Hygienists Threshold Limit Values for chemical Substances and Physical 
Agents and Biological Exposure Indices is designed to identify and document existing and 
potential occupational health hazards which are the result of environmental factors and stresses 
including those of chemical, ph>'sical, and biological origin. 

3.8.1 General 

1 . SREL Management will implement appropriate control measures to mitigate potential health 
hazards. 

2. SREL supervisors will evaluate their proposed activities for occupational health hazards. 

3. The SREL Safety Services is responsible for: 

a) Conducting regularly scheduled walk through inspections of SREL facilities to identify 
and evaluate potential health hazards. 

b) Arranging for industrial hygiene monitoring and consultation when necessary. 

c) Communicating written reports indicating the status of identified occupational health 
hazards and monitoring results. 

3.8J1 Hearing Conservation Program (HCP) 

The SREL Industrial Hygiene Program includes a specialized Hearing Conservation Program 
(HCP) which is designed to protect the hearing Qf employees exposed to occupational noise at or 
above the occupational noise exposure limits as set forth by the American Conference of 
Governmental Industrial Hygienists Threshold Limit Values for Chemical Substances and Physical 
Agents and Biological Exposure Indices (most current edition). Procedures detailing the 
responsibilities, training requirements, and implementation of the SREL HCP may be found in 
SREL Safety Programs and Procedures, SREL Hearing Conservation Program document (note: to 
be made an SREL controlled document and document number will be included in final draR of 
safety manual). 


3.8.3 Respiratory Protection Program 

SREL participates in The Univeisily of Georgia’s Respiratory Protection Program. A description 
of the program and the associated requirements is found in The UGA Policy and Procedures 
Manual, Environmental Safety Division, Environmental Safety Policy and Procedures sections: 
Respiratory Protection Pro^am located at the following URL’s: 


httpy/www.busfin.uga.edu/app/esd/envsafpro.htm#procedure 1 2 
http://www.busfln.uga.edU/app/esd/envsafpol.hlm#poIicy 16 . 

3.9 ^ERGONOMICS PROGRAM AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
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Ergonomics is defined as fitting the workplace to the worker and examining the interaction 
between the worker and his/her environment. Applying ergonomic principles can help reduce the 
risk of injuries or illnesses for those who work with computers, in laboratories, and in jobs that 
require repetitive activities or heavy materials handling. 

The purpose of the ergonomics program is to reduce or eliminate hazards that contribute to the 
development of Cumulative Trauma Disorders (CTD's)-a class of disorders that are caused, 
precipitated, or aggravated by repetitive motions. Ergonomics should not be seen as a one-time 
effort; it is a continuous, on-going approach used in optimizing the working environment. 

One of the key aspects of any ergonomics program is identifying and educating employees who 
have a high risk of developing cumulative trauma disorders. Early identification of symptoms with 
prompt intervention helps prevent more serious or chronic problems. 

The guidelines, outlined in Appendix A, Attachment I: Ergonomic Guidelines, have been prepared 
to assist supervisors and personnel in identifying potential ergonomic hazards and addressing them 
in a way that will reduce the risk of personnel injuty related to ergonomic hazards. 

SREL Safety Services is available to perform workstation and worksite evaluations, and can 
provide additional training that addresses specific ergonomic hazards of concern to SREL 
personnel. 


3.9.1 SREL Personnel 

SREL personnel are also responsible for followii^ established procedures or instructions from 
their supervisor that are designed to reduce the risk of developing cumulative trauma disorders. 
Personnel are encouraged to examine their work environment and job activities for potential risk 
for cumulative trauma and injury. 


3.9.2 Management 

SREL management plays a leading role in the implementation of strategies to control cumulative 
trauma disorders in the workplace. Managers and supervisors at all organizational levels are 
encouraged to implement strategies to minimize the risk of cumulative trauma disorders. These 
include: 

1 . Performing or requesting periodic risk assessments to identify ergonomic hazards 

2. Providing resources (as available) to implement ergonomic solutions 

3. Purchasing furniture that has appropriate adjustment flexibility 

4. Encouraging supervisors to implement steps to control CTD's in the workplace 

5. Providing for ergonomic awareness training of supervisors 


3.9.3 Supervisors 

Supervisors are encouraged to provide employees with appropriate ergonomics training, 
reinforcement, assistance, and evaluations (where appropriate). There are several ways this can be 
accomplished: 

I. Maintain an awareness of CT0 risks 
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2. Have the work environment appropriately evaluated for proper ergonomic practices and 
conditions 

3. Provide proper workstations and assisting devices 

4. Promptly report all employee injuries and/or employee complaints regarding cumulative 
trauma disorder symptoms to SREL Safety Services 

5. When necessary, seek assistance from SREL Safety Services regarding ergonomic issues 

6. Provide adequate recovery lime by allowing employees engaged in highly repetitive tasks the 
opportunity for frequent, short, alternative work activities or breaks 

7. Provide for ergonomics awareness training of personnel which they supervise 

3.9.4 SREL Personnel 

SREL personnel shall promptly report ergonomic problems to their supervisors. Prompt 
implementation of workplace changes can significantly reduce the potential for severe injuries or 
illnesses. SREL personnel are expected to: 

1. Use ergonomically appropriate work habits 

2. Use all ergonomically designed fools and furniture which may be provided for their use 

3. Make effective use of recovery periods 

4. Follow ergonomic recommendations 

3.9.5 SREL Safety Services 

SREL Safety Services is committed to reducing and eliminating health and safety risks to SREL 
personnel. With this goal in mind SREL Safety services is expected to: 

, I. Coordinate the ergonomics program to reduce cumulative trauma injuries at SREL 

2. Provide ergonomic evaluations and guidance on modifying the workplace to minimize the 
potential for injuries and illnesses 

3. Provide, arrange, or recommend ergonomics training for SREL personnel and supervision 

4. Analyze and report trends in injury or incidence rates, and in injury severity 

5. Evaluate individual and area workstations upon request 

6. Provide assistance and advice on the selection of ergonomically sound furniture and 
equipment 
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CHAPTER 4. RESEARCH OPERATIONS SAFETY 

4.1 AUTHORITY AND RESPOmiBILITIES 


4.].] Laborator}' Custodians 

As more laboratory space becomes involved in multi-investigator usage, a clear line of 
safety responsibility becomes necessary, ^"hile an individual custodian for each lab must 
be assigned, it is hoped that the custodian will work diligently with all users of the 
common laboratory space to ensure mutual respect for the safety and compatibility of all 
activities conducted in that laboratory. The following authorities and responsibilities are 
designated to the custodian of any space, shared or individual. 

Laboratory 'Custodians have Authority to; 

• Approve personnel who are authorized to use the laboratory. 

• Approve operations in the laboratory. 

• Approve equipment, supplies and chemicals that are brought into the laboratory. 

• Cease any unsafe or inappropriate operations in the laboratory. 

Laboratory Custodians are Responsible for Ensuring that! 

• Laboratory operations are conducted in a safe manner. 

• Work performed in the laboratory is in accordance with the laboratory’s Chemical Care and 
Handling Plan. 

• Only authorized pjersonnel use the laboratory. 

• All warning signs, policies, procedures, and material safety data sheets are current and 
accessible. 

• All personnel who use the laboratory are properly trained and knowledgeable about hazards in 
the laboratory. 

• Laboratory equipment and facilities are in proper working order. 

• Corrective actions are taken to address facility safety concerns in the laboratory. 


4.L2 SREL Safety Services 

The SREL Safety Services is responsible for: 

1 . Reviewing Project Safety Appraisal Forms. 

2. Reviewing Laboratory Specific Chemical Care and Handling Plans. 

3. Conducting periodic safety inspections and identifying potential occupational health hazards. 

4. Initiating corrective action for identified occupational health and safety hazards through 
submission of work order requests or notification to the appropriate supervisory personnel. 

5. ’Approving laboratory chemical purchases. 

6. ’Surveying laboratory fume hoods for adequate airflow semiannually. 

7. Excessing chemicals that are useable, but no longer needed. 
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4.1.3 SREL Research Supervisors 

1. In addition to supervisory responsibilities identified in section 1.4, Part 4 and section 3.4 
through 3.6 of the SREL Safety Manual, the UGA Laboratory Safety Manual specifies 
responsibilities with respect to supervision of laboratory facilities. 

2. Supervisory responsibilities for SREL Field Operations are identified in section 1 .4, Part 4. of 
the SREL Safety Manual. 

3. SREL Faculty supeiv'isois are responsible for assuring that Project Safety Appraisal forms and 
laboratory Specific Chemical Care and Handling Plans related to their research activities are 
prepared, updated, and submitted to SREL Safety Services for review. 

4. In addition to other safety related supervisory responsibilities, laboratory supervisors are 
responsible for assuring that their operations are conducted in accordance with the following 
safety standards: 

a) ANSl/f4FPA 45 -Fire Protection for Laboratories Using Chemicals 

b) The University of Georgia Hazardous Chemical Protection Communication (Right to Know) 
Plan 

c) UGA Biosafety Manual 

d) UGA Laboratory Safety Manual 

e) UGA Laboratory Closeout Procedures 

4.2 EXEMPTIONS FROM VGA LAB SAFETY POLICY 

1 . Emergency numbers specified in the UGA Laboratory Safety Manual are not relevant 
to SREL operations. In the event of emergencies on SRS, SREL personnel should 
immediately contact the SRSOC by phone (3-391 1) or by two-way radio. 

2. SREL is exempt from the UGA Hazardous Materials Program as specified in Section 3 
of the UGA Laboratory Safety Manual. Hazardous waste disposal at SREL is 
coordinated through SREL Safety Services 

1. SREL is exempt from the UGA Waste Minimization Program. SREL personnel will 
comply with the SREL Waste Minimization Plan 

4.3 LABORATORY SAFETY 

Standard laboratory operating procedures and associated laboratory safety information are 
located in the UGA Laboratory Safety Manual 

(http://www.esd.uga.edu/ess/LaboratorySafetyManual.html). Requirements and guidelines 
for working with pathogenic microorganisms or recombinant DNA technologies are 
specified in the UGA Biosafety Manual.(http://www.ovpr.uga.edu/bio/bsm/bsm_toc.html) 


4.3.1 ^Compressed Gas Cylinders 

] . Do not remove or change any markings stamped on the cylinders. 

2. Ensure that compressed gas cylinders have standard caps and that the caps are in place 
when the cylinder is stored. If cylinders are delivered without caps, do not handle them 
until caps are procured. 

3. Always chain or strap cylinders in place, whether you are using or storing them. Do 
not drop cylinders or let them strike each other. 
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4. Ensure that the cylinder's protective metal cap is securely in place to protect the valve, 
or that a regulator is in place. Ensure that the cap is in place when moving the . 
cylinder. 

5. Always use an approved hand truck when transporting cylinders. Never use a cylinder 
as a roller or support, or for any purpose other than to contain gas. 

6. Do not store cylinders containing flammable gases near oxidizing gases. There must 
be a minimum distance of 20 feet or separation tw a non-combustible barrier at least 5 
feet high having a fire resistance rating of at least one-half hour. 

7. Store compressed gas cylinders in an upright position and securely fastened by 
supports, individually or collectively. 

8. Tag cylinders to indicate when they are Full. In Use , or Empty . 

9. If a cylinder containing toxic or flammable gas leaks, close the valve if possible, 
evacuate the area, and notify the SREL Safety Services immediately. 

10. Do not use a cylinder without the proper pressure-reducing regulator. 

4.3.2 Lasers 

Use of lasers in SREL research should be coordinated and reviewed through the SREL 
Laser Safety Officer. The SREL Laser Safety Program will be operated in accordance 
with ANSI 2136.1 Safe Use of Lasers. The SREL EH&S Manager serves as the SREL 
Laser Safety Officer. 

4.4 FIELD OPERATIONS SAFETY 

4.4.1 Remote Locations 

The following rules apply to SREL personnel performing field work at remote locations on 
the SRS where SRSOC emergency announcements cannot be heard, 

1 . SREL personnel will use the buddy system when specified in the applicable 
Project Safety Appraisal Form, 

2. Personnel about to perform field work will obtain a two-way radio from their 
program or the SREL maintenance group, and ensure that it is in working order. 

Personnel will keep these radios on while in the field. 

3. When making emergency notifications to the SRSOC, SREL personnel will 
identify their SRS location using the SRS Emeigency Response Grid Map. Copies 
of the SRS Emergency Response Grid Map are available from SREL Safety 
Services. 

4. In sitewide emergencies that affect personnel at field locations, the SRSOC will 
notify field personnel of the emergency through general broadcast over SRS two- 
way radios. 

4.4.2 Contaminated Field Sites 

SREL personnel should be aware that the SRS is a designated CERCLA site containing radioactive 
and hazardous chemical contaminants. SREL field personnel should consult the site 
contamination map located in buildings 737-A and 772-26B prior to entering unfamiliar field sites. 
Although many contaminated field locations are clearly marked and characterized, the possibility 
of encountering contaminants in other areas exists. Personnel should use good hygiene practices 
when returning from field sites (e.g, washing hands, cleaning field equipment). 
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4.<1.3 Harmful Plants and Animais 

The following list includes some of the animals and plants which present health or safety 
hazards and might be encountered on the SRS: 

Animals Plants 


Feral Pigs 
Alligators 

Eastern Coral Snake 
Pygmy Rattlesnake 
Copperhead 
Canebrake Rattlesnake 
Cottonmouth 
Some insects and spiders 

See section 2.4.1 for procedures to follow for snakebites. 

Rabies vaccines are recommended for all personnel working with wild mammals. 

To report nuisance animals such as stray or injured animals on SRS contact the SRSOC at 
3-3911. 

4.4.4 *Firearm Use 

Use of firearms by SREL personnel will be in accordance with the South Carolina 
Hunter Education Manual (most recent edition). Personnel who plan to use firearms in 
their research activities should contact SREL Safety Services. 

4.4.5 *Cliatn saw Use 

SREL personnel using a chain saw are required to take the course on the safe use of chain 
saws oflered by the Savannah River Forest Station. 

4.4.6 All Terrain Vehicles 

SREL personnel who drive all-terrain vehicles must successfully complete operational 
training provided by the vehicle manufacturer or a training provider designated as 
qualified by the vehicle manufacturer. 

4.4.7 Portable Ladders and ScafToIding 

Use of portable ladders and scafTolding for SREL research activities will be conducted in 
accordance with the following safety standards: 

• CFR 1910.25 Portable wooden ladders 

• CFR 1910.26 Portable metal ladders 

• CFR 1910.28 Safety requirements for scafTolding 


Poison Ivy 
Poison Sumac 
Poison Oak 
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4.4.8 *Water Safety 

1 . When personnel are required to work over or adjacent to water where the danger of drowning 
exists, supervisors will assure that: 

a) Personnel are provided with a Coast Guard-approved lifejacket or buoyant work vest. 

b) Lifejackets are inspected before each use and defective jackets are not used. 

c) Personnel are instructed in the piopei use of life jackets. 

2. Boatir^: 

a) SREL boat operators are responsible for operating water craft in accordance with South 
Carolina Boating regulations as specified by the S.C. Department of Natural Resources. 

b) Only personnel who have been certified by the S.C. Department of Natural Resources or 
have equivalent certification shall operate motorized boats. 

c) Never overload boats. U.S. Coast Guard regulations prohibit loading any boat in excess of 
the limit specified on the manufacturer’s nameplate. Always maintain a safe margin well 
below the specified limit, considering weather and other conditions. 

d) The boat operator is responsible for safety practices on the boat. 

e) If nighttime boating is necessary, another person must accompany the operator. Cany a 
light when traveling at night lo show your position, to check obstructions, to read map and 
compass, etc. 

f) Small Power Vessels ‘ 

i) Never exceed the boat manufacturer’s recommended horsepower. 

ii) Cany fire extinguishers and first aid kits on all powered boats. 

iii) Shut off the Cengine before refueling. Do not smoke when refueling. 

g) Non-power Watercraft 

0 When possible, enter or leave a canoe from the side rather than the end, and always 
step in the center of the craft. Steady yourself while moving in a canoe by placing one 
hand on each gunwale. 

ii) . When using an anchor, attach it by a rope to the bow of the craft and not to either 
side. Exercise care in lowering and raising the anchor. 

iii) Keep paddles, oars and oarlocks in good condition. Carry spare paddles, oars and 
oarlocks on long trips, 

3. Emergency procedures 

a) Do not travel during periods of high winds and rough water, or if a storm threatens. 

b) If your boat capsizes and you cannot get a life preserver, hang onto a boat, oar, or anything ‘ 
else that is floating nearby until help comes. Take off outer clothing only if it hampers 
movement. Do not panic. 

c) bo not attempt to swim to shore from an overturned craft. Hang onto the craft until it drifts 
or can be paddled to shore, or until help arrives. 

d) Do not travel in an open boat, raft, or canoe during a lightning storni. On first sighting an 
approaching stonn, proceed immediately to the closest shore and beach the craft. 

4. Electrofishing and airboats: Each person operating electrofishing boats and airboats must be 
trained in the hazards associated with these vessels. Always adhere to manufacturer safety 
precautions. Training documentation must be submitted to the SREL Safety Services. 

5. SCUBA: All SREL personnel must comply with the University of Georgia Dive Safety Manual 
. Personnel performing SCUBA diving must receive certification from a nationally recognized 
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SCUBA training program. Proof of certification must be submitted to the SREL Safety 
Services. 


4,5 RADIATION SAFETY 

SREL personnel are at risk of injury due to exposure to ionizing radiation during operations 
utilizing X-ray machines, radioisotopes, and sealed sources. This hazard also exists when 
performing work on contaminated areas of the Savannah River Site and other locations. 

SREL personnel performing work that exposes them to ionizing radiation are responsible for being 
familiar with and complying with the following requirements with respect to SREL Radiation 
Safety: 

• 10 CFR 835 Occupational Radiation Protection 

• ANSI N43.3 - 1993 General Radiation Safety Installations Using Non-Medical X-Ray and 
Sealed Gamma-R^ Sources, Energies up to 10 MeV 

• 10 CFR 20.1906 Procedures for receiving and opening packages (containing radioactive 
material) 

• 1 0 CFR 20, Subpart K Waste Disposal 

The SREL EH&S Manager serves as the SREL Radiation Safety Officer (RSO). All purchase 
requests for radioisotopes must be approved by the SREL RSO. 

4.5.1 Storage and Use of Potential Radioactively Contaminated Environmental Samples 

1. Policy 

SREL personnel will assure that all radioactively contaminated environmental samples that exceed 
SRS site limits (5000 dpm beta/gamma at the si^ace), as measured with site-supplied Ludlum 
Model 12-] 1 0 radiation monitoring instrument, are stored and utilized only in SREL designated 
Radiological Buffer Areas (RBA). Exceptions are permitted for transfer and analysis as indicated 
in the SRS 5Q manual. 

2. Procedure 

a) Upon delivery of potentially radioactively contaminated environmental samples to any SREL 
facility, SREL personnel will monitor the samples with a Ludlum Model 12-110 radiation 
monitoring instrument. If the sample exceeds the site limit (5000 dpm beta/gamma at the 
surface), it will immediately be placed in an RBA by a Rad Worker 1 or 11 trained individual. 
Tfie sample will be treated as radioactive material as per the SRS 5Q manual. 

b) Any sample that does not exceed site limits may be stored and utilized in non-radiation areas at 
SREL. However, if the sample is processed (e.g. dehydrating, separating organs) in a manner 
as to increase the concentration of radioactive contamination such that the materia) exceeds 
site limits, the sample will immediately be placed in an RBA by an authorized Rad Worker. 

The sample will be treated as radioactive material as per the SRS 50 manual. 

4.5.2 Environmental Samples Collected from Areas within the Former Soviet Union 
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All environmental samples collected from areas within the former Soviet Union shall, upon 
delivery to SREL, be placed in a Radioactive Materials Area. A determination by WSRC RadCon 
personnel, will then be made regarding the release of these materials. 
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CHAPTER 5. MAINTENANCE AND CUSTODIAL OPERATIONS 

5.1 AUTHOIUTI£SAj\D RESPONSIBILITIES 

The SREL Assistant Director or SREL maintenance personnel will fonvard any documents 
relating to engineering plans and specifications for modifications to current SREL facilities, or 
the construction of new SREL facilities to the SREL EHAS Manager for review. 

2. The SREL Head of Building Maintenance and Design Engineer are responsible for the 
following: 

a) maintaining written procedures for Lock Out/ Tag Out of hazardous energy (29 CFR 
1910.147) and Confined Space Entiy (29 CFR 1910.146). 

b) assuring that all modifications to existing facilities and construction of new facilities are 
performed in accordance with the following standards (versions specified in Appendix C: 
Attachment 2): 

i) ANSI/NFPA 101 - Life Safety Code 

ii) ANSI Z3S8.] -1990 Emergent^ Eyewash and Shower Equipment 

iii) ANSI/NFPA 70 - National Electrical Code 

iv) ASME/NFPA B31.1 - Power Piping 

v) ASME/NFPA B3 1.8 -Gas Transmission andDistribution Piping Systems 

vi) 29 CFR 1 9 1 0.27 Fixed ladders 

vii) University System of Georgia Desi^ Criteria for Laboratory Furniture and Fume 
Hoods -1 996 

3. The SREL Safety Services is responsible for: 

a) reviewing SREL facility construction or renovation plans. 

b) conducting periodic facility safety inspections and identifying occupational health and 
safety hazards or unsafe practices. 

c) cxcessing chemicals that are usable but no longer needed. 

d) initiating corrective action for identified occupational health and safety hazards through 
submission of work order requests or notification to the appropriate supervisory personnel. 

4. *The maintenance supervisor is responsible fw : . 

a) being familiar with all procedures for safe use and guarding of machines, personal 
protective equipment, and shielding against possible injury to other personnel or visitors. 

b) maintaining training records for all authorized users of tools and equipment. 

c) posting signs indicating the use of powered machines by "Authorized Personnel Only" and 
requiring the personnel under his/her supervision to assist in the enforcement of this 
policy. 

d) designating a person to be responsible for general management of a specific area. 

e) conducting periodic safety meetings with personnel. 

f) posting abbreviated instructions and safety warnings for each fixed power machine. 

g) providing job-specific training for maintenance personnel. 

h) assuring that all work performed by maintenance personnel is in accordance with the 
following standards (versions specified in Appendix C: Attachment 2): 

i) 29 CFR 1910,146 Permit Required Confined Spaces 

ii) 29 CFR 1910.147 The Control of Hazardous Energy (Lock Out/Tag Out) 

iii) 29 CFR 1910.25 Portable wooden ladders 

iv) 29 CFR 1910.26 Portable metal ladders 

v) 29’CFR 1910.28 Safety requirements for scaffolding 
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vj)29 CFR 1910 SubPart F Powered platforms, manlifts, and vehicle-mounted work 
platforms 

vij)ANSl/NFPA 51B - Standard for Fire Prevention in Use of Cutting and Welding 
Processes 

viii)ASME/'ANSl B56.1 - Safety Standard for Power Industrial Low Lift and High Lift 
Trucks 

5. Maintenance personnel are responsible for: 

a) adhering to OSFiA Lock Out /Tag Out standards (29 CFR 1910.147) when servicing or 

b) performing maintenance on machines and equipment from which hazardous energy may 
be released. 

c) adhering to OSHA Confined Space standards (29 CFR 1910.146) when working in areas 
or spaces which the standards definition of a confined space. 

5.2 ^COMPRESSED GAS CYLINDERS 

1 . Do not remove or change any markings stamped on the cylinders. 

2. Ensure that compressed gas cylinders have standard caps and that the caps are in place when 
the cylinder is stored. If cylinders are delivered without caps, do not handle them until caps are 
procured. 

3. Always chain or strap cylinders in place, whether you are using or storing them. Do not drop 
cylinders or let them strike each other. 

4. Ensure that the cylinder’s protective metal cap is securely in place to protect the valve, or that a 
regulator is in place. Ensure that the cap is in place when moving the cylinder. 

5. Always use an approved hand truck when transporting cylinders. Never use a cylinder as a 
roller or support, or for any purpose other than to contain gas. 

6. Do not stqre cylinders containing flammable gases near oxidizing gases. There must be a 
minimum distance of 20 feet or separation by a non^combustible barrier at least 5 feet high 
having a fire resistance rating of at least one-half hour. 

7. Store compressed gas cylinders in an upright position and securely fastened by supports, 
individually or collectively. 

8. T ag cylinders to indicate' when they are Full. Id Use, or Empty . 

9. If a cylinder containing toxic or ftammable gas leaks, close the valve if possible, evacuate the 
area, and notify the SREL Safety Services immediately. 

10. Do not use a cylinder without the proper pressure-reducing regulator. 

5.3 * ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 

5 . 3.1 Equipment Grounding 

SREL Maintenance will ensure that all high-voltage (600 volts or greater) equipment is 
grounded in accordance with the provisions established in the National Electric Code. 

SREL Maintenance will ensure that all nominal-voltage (less than 600 volts) equipment 
that is not considered to be portable is grounded in accordance with the National Electrical 
Code. This will include any equipment that is intended for use in a laboratory rather than 
in the field. 

5 . 3.2 Equipment Inspection 

Power tools and other equipment or extension cords which may be used outdoors will be inspected 
annually and tagged by the SREL Electrician. 
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The SREL Electricians inspection of electrical cords will include the following: 

1. Cords 

a) Insulation and plugs unbroken? 

b) Cords protected against physical damage and/or exposure to chemicals? 

c) All cords will be dated at time of the test. 

2. Grounding 

a) Three-wire plug extension cord (if a three-wire tool)? 

b) Defects or minor shocks reported? 

c) Ground pin in place? 

5.3.3 General Electrical Safety Rules 

SREL maintenance personnel will follow the following rules for electrical equipment: 

1 . Post dearly visible warning signs for high-voltage equipment. 

2. Ensure hi^-voltage circuits that are exposed necessarily during operation are isolated from ground. 

3. Use three-wire cords with three-wire polarized plugs and U-shaped pounding blades. 

4. Labe! all outlets on the same circuit. 

5. When working with flammable liquids, ensure that adequate bonding and grounding are in place. 
Static charges can be sufficient to initiate combustion. 
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APPENDIX A: Supplemental Information 


Attachment 1: Ergonomic Guidelines 

Attachment 2: SREL Safety Standards Set 

Attachment 3: Referenced SREL Staff and Contact Information 

Attachment 4: SRS Threat Checklist 
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Attachment J: Ergonomic Guidelines 


Erconomic Guidelines 

I.O Video Display Terminal Workstation Considerations 

Improper configuration and use of computer workstations are frequent contributors to the 
development of CTD’s. A poorly designed workstation certainly has a negative impact on the 
user’s comfort and productivity. Since personal computers have become indispensable in all 
aspects of SREL’s operations, many personnel are spending a large portion of their time at a 
keyboard. It is essential that workstations be properly designed, adjusted, and used. Positive 
improvements may be as simple as repositioning furniture and equipment, or purchasing 
ergonomically designed replacements. See Figure 1 below for an example of a well-designed 
workstation. 


A Well Designed Computer Workstation 


Document holder is same height and 
distance from the user as the screen 


Keyboard is positioned to 
allow straight handiforearm 

Sifjport for * 
lower back 


Seat height and angle 
allows comfortable posture 



Screen is slightly 
below eye level 


Desk or table top allows leg 
room and posture adjustments 


Feet rest comfortably 
on floor or footrest 
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The following guidelines should be carefiilly considered when arranging or modifying existing 
workstations or planning new workstations. 

Chair: Chairs should have an adjustable back to provide support for the lumbar region of the 
back and trunk. High-back chairs provide extra upper back support. Select a chair with easily 
adjustable height to permit the feet to rest flat on the ground with the upper legs parallel to the 
floor. A footrest may be needed by some people to achieve this position. Chairs should have a 
five-star base and casters compatible with the floor surface. T-armrests with adjustable height 
and width are recommended for intensive computer users. When seated, the seat pan should not 
hit the back of knee. 

Work Surface; Work surfaces should be large enough to accommodate all the computer 
equipment, including a wrist rest in front of the keyboard and adequate viewing distance between 
the monitor and operator’s eyes. A keyboard tray can be used to increase depth and to provide 
proper keying level. There should also be enough room under the work surface to allow free leg 
movement. The height of the work surface should allow the forearms to be parallel with the floor 
when working at the computer, while not forcing the shoulders to be elevated. A footrest can 
assist in supporting the feet as well, allowing the employee to sit back in his/her chair, 

Keyboard/Input Device: The keyboard and input device (mouse or trackball) should be at the 
same level and in front of the operator. The height of the keyboard and input device should allow 
the operator to position their forearms and hands parallel to the floor. Achieve this by adjusting 
the height of the chair and/or table, or by using an adjustable tray. A padded wrist rest for the 
keyboard and input device should be used to prevent the operator's wrists from coming in contact 
with the work surface when the arms are at rest. Avoid overreaching by keeping the input device 
close to the body. 

Monitor (Terminal): Position the monitor directly in front of the operator with the screen at 
approximately eye level. One exception is bifocal wearers who may prefer a slightly lower 
monitor level. Monitors should have good contrast, sharp focus, and be free from flickering and 
glare to minimize eye strain. 

Document Holder: Position the document holder at eye level, close to the monitor. 

Phone Head Set: Head sets reduce awkward neck and shoulder postures, notably by eliminating 
the habit of cradling the phone between the shoulder and chin. Head sets are particularly 
beneficial for people who work on the phone and computer simultaneously. 

Carpel Mat: Carpet mat is helpful when the operator moves around often at the workstation. 

Lighting: Excessive overhead lighting can cause glare and eye discomfort. Dimming overhead 
lights and use of a task lamp can reduce eye fatigue. Monitor shades and glare screens also 
reduce glare. Adjust monitor contrast and brightness for maximum personal comfort. 

2.0 Hand Tool Ersonomics 
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Proper attention to selection, design, and layout of tools can help minimize the risk of developing 
CTD's. Four basic principles can be applied when working with hand tools; 

1. Avoid high contact stress and static exertions. 

2. Avoid extreme or awkward joint positions (i.e., bent wrist position). 

3. Avoid repetitive finger action. 

4. Avoid tool vibration (select power or pneumatic tools with built-in vibration dampening 
whenever possible). 

The following guidelines can help with the selection and design of tools. 

Handles should be provided whenever possible. A properly designed handle isolates the hand 
from contact with the tool surface, enhances tool control, and increases mechanical advantage 
while reducing the amount of required exertion. Tool handles should be non-porous, non-slip, 
and non-conductive. 

Soft coverings on a tool handle protect the hands from heat and cold and help reduce pressure 
points and slipperiness of the grip. 

Select hand tools that fit the hands of the worker. A tool that is too large or too small will 
produce stress in the hand and wrist. As a rule, the idea] handle diameter for a man is 1 .5 inches, 
and 1 .3 inches for a woman. 

Tools with a pistol grip should be used where the tool axis must be horizontal. A straight grip 
should be used where the tool axis is vertical, or where the direction of force is perpendicular to 
the work plane. Bent tool grips allow the wrist to maintain neutral postures. 

For trigger-activated tools, choose a grip size that allows activation with the middle part of the 
fingers. Activation with the fingertips can create nodules on nerve sheaths and cause trigger 
finger. 

The majority of commercially available tools are designed for the right hand. Ideally, tools 
should be symmetrical or easily altered to be used by either the right or left hand. 

The provision of automatic spring-opening on tools such as scissors and pliers will enable the 
worker to use the strong hand-closing muscles rather than the weak hand-opening muscles. 
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The following are some correct positions for holding hand tools (Figure 2.); 
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3.0 Other Workplace Ersonomics Hazards 

There are a variety of other work settings where ergonomics practices are important (i.e., manual 
material handling, custodial work, maintenance, grounds maintenance, etc.). The following 
information identifies ways in which SREL personnel might reduce or eliminate these other types 
of ergonomic related hazards. 

3.1 Principles For Manual Material Handling (MMH) Work Design 

1. Eliminate the need for heavy MMH 

2. Decrease MMH demands 

3. Minimize stressful body movements 

3.10 Eliminate The Need For Heavy MMH 

The optimal solution to MMH-related problems is to eliminate the need for heavy work MMH. 
Two means exist to accomplish this: 

1 . The use of mechanical aids such as hoists, lift trucks, lift tables, cranes, elevating conveyors, 
gravity dumps, and chutes can eliminate (or at least significantly decrease) stresses due to 
MMH. 

2. To eliminate heavy MMH, change the work area layout to make all materials available at 
work level. Accomplishing this objective can involve either a change in work level height or 
the level of the worker. 

3.11 Decrease MMH Demands 

If MMH cannot realistically be eliminated, then attempts should be made to decrease the MMH 
demands ofthe job. TTiere are several means by which this second principle of work design can 
be accomplished: 

1 . Decrease the weight of the object being handled. The weight of the object can be reduced by 
assigning the handling to two or more people, by distributing the load into two or more 
containers, or by reducing the capacity of the container or the container weight (i;e., using 
plastic drums rather than metal drums). 

2. Change the type of MMH activity and the demands of the job can be decreased. Lifting, 
lowering, pushing, pulling, carrying, and holding are all types of MMH activity. It is 
preferable for a job to require lowering rather than lifting, to require pulling rather than 
carrying, and to require pushing rather than pulling. (For instance, make several trips with 
lighter loads and use a cart or dolly whenever possible.) 

3. Changes in the work area layout can decrease MMH-related demands. Some ways in which 
this can be accomplished include: minimizing the horizontal distance between the starting 
and ending points of a lift, limiting stacking heights to the shoulder height ofthe worker, and 
keeping heavy objects at the knuckle height of workers. 

4. Maximizing the time available to perform the job can decrease job demands. Accomplish 
this by reducing the frequency of the lift, and by incorporating work/rest schedules or job 
rotation programs into the w'ork design. 
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3.12 Minimize Stressful Body Movements 

1 . The third principle of work design is to minimize stressful body movements required by the 
job. Specifically, bending and Uvisting motions imposed on the w'orker should be reduced. 

2. Reduce bending by locating objects to be handled within the arm-reach envelope of the 
worker. Provide all material at the work level of the worker. Avoid using deep shelves 
where the worker must bend and reach to obtain objects toward the rear of the shelves. 

3. Twisting motions can also be reduced by locating objects, w'ithin the worker's arm-reach 
envelope. Arrange the work area to allow sufTicient space for the entire body to turn 
and pivot with the feet. If the worker is seated, an adjustable swivel chair should be used. 

4. Design considerations should allow the worker to lift objects safely. 

5. Practice and encourage the safe lifting techniques described below. 

3. 13 Safe Lifting and Good Body Mechanics 

1 . Allowf the object to be handled close to the body. 

2. Use devices such as handles, grips, etc., to provide better control of the object being lifted or 
moved. 

3. Balance the contents of the containers. 

4. Provide rigid containers for increased worker control of the object. 

5. Avoid lifting excessively wide objects from flcK>r level. 

6. Use good body mechanics; bend your legs, not your back, when lifting. 

7. Pivot with your feet Instead of twisting your back when lifting. 

3.14 Anti-fatigue Mats 

Anti-fatigue mats provide additional support for the worker at standing and sil/stand 
workstations. Mat size should be large enough for the worker to stand entirely on the mat when 
at the workstation. Select a mat free of raised or irregular surfaces that will cause 
concentrated forces on the feet of the worker. 

For additional information on ergonomics training or the selection of appropriate office or 
laboratory furniture or material handling equipment, please contact a member of SR£L Safety 
Services. 

SREL Ergonomic Guidelines adapted from University of California, San Diego ERGO Team 
Guidelines at 

http://vmw-vcba.ucsd.edu/ehs/ergo.hlm 
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Attachment 2: SREL Safety Standards Set 

1. FIRE SAFETY: 

University of Georgia Fire Safety Manual 
ANSl/TMFPA 101 - 1 994 Life Safety Code 

ANSI/NFPA 45 - 1996 Fire Protection for Laboratories Using Chemicals 
ANSl/NFPA 30 - 1996 Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code 
ANSI/NFPA 10 - 1994 Standard for Portable Fire Extinguishers 
ANSI/NFPA 58 - 1995 Storage and Handling of Liquefied Petroleum Gases 
SREL Safety Manual (sections 2.5, 2.7.5) 

2. IONIZING RADIATION: 

1 0 CFR 835 Occupational Radiation Protection 

ANSI N43.3 - 1993 General Radiation Safety Installations Using Non-Medical X-Ray 
and Sealed Gamma-Ray Sources, Energies up to 1 0 MeV 
1 0 CFR 20. 1 906 Procedures for receiving and opening packages (containing 
radioactive material) 

10 CFR 20, Subpart K Waste Disposal 

3. OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY: 

South Carolina Boating regulations 
South Carolina Motor Vehicle regulations 
University of Georgia Dive Safety Manual 
ANSI/NFPA 70 - 1996 National Electrical Code 

29 CFR 191 0.147 The Control of Hazardous Energy (Lockout/Tagout) 

SREL Safety Manual (electrical safety sections 3.1 #8, 3.3, 3.4, 5.3) 

ANSI/NFPA-5 1 B - 1 994 Standard for Fire Prevention in Use of Cutting and Welding 
Processes 

ASME/ANSl B31 .1 - 1995 Power Piping 

ASME/ANSI B31 .8 - 1 995 Gas Transmission and Distribution Piping Systems 
SREL Safety Manual (compressed gas cylinder sections 4.3.1, 5.2) 

29 CFR 1910.146 Permit Required Confined Spaces 
SREL Safety Manual (water safety sections 2.7.4#5, 4.4.7) 

ASME/ANSI B56.1 - 1993 Safety Standard for Powered Industrial Low Lift and High 
Lift Trucks 

SREL Safety Manual (equipment safety sections 3.2, 3.4, 4,4.4, 4.4.5, 5.1#5) 

29 CFR 1910.25 Portable wood ladders. 

29 CFR 1910.26 Portable metal ladders. 

29 CFR 1910.27 Fixed ladders. 

29 CFR 1910.28 Safety requirements for scaffolding. 

29 CFR 1910 SubPajt F Powered platforms, manlifts, and vehicle-mounted work 
platforms. 

South Carolina Hunter Education Manual - 1987 
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4. INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE: 

The Georgia Right-to Know Law 

The Public employee Hazardous Chemical Protections And Right To Know Act of 
1988 Official Code Of Georgian Annotated, Title 45, Chapter 22 
Georgia Department of Labor Safety Engineering Section Chapter 300-3-19 Public 
Employee Hazardous Chemical Protection And Right To Know Rules GEORGIA 
The University System of Georgia Hazardous Chemical Protection Communication 
(Right To Know) Plan - 1 994 

UGA Policy and Procedure Manual: Chapter 91 Environmental Safety Services 
Policy 2.1 Right to Know act - 1995 
Policy 5.1 Laboratory Safety - 1 995 
Policy 7.1 Hazardous Materials - 1995 
UGA Biosafety Manual -1988 
UGA Laboratory Safety Manual - 1979 

University System of Georgia Design Criteria for Laboratory Furniture and Fume 
Hoods -1996 

American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Threshold Limit Values 
(TLVs) for Chemical Substances and Physical Agents and Biological Exposure 
Indices(BEls) (most recent edition) 

ANSI Z358.1 -1990 Emergency Eyewash and Shower Equipment 
ANSI Z136.1 - 1993 Safe Use of Lasers 

SREL Safety Manual (sections 1.4.4e; 2.4.1; 2.6; 3.1#7,I2,13; 3.5;4.1.3#5,6; 5.2#9) 

5. ERGONOMICS; 

SREL Safety Manual (sections L4.4d, 3.9) 

6. SITE- WIDE EMERGENCIES: 

SREL Safety Manual (sections 2.7.2 - 2.7.5) 
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Atlacbment 3: Referenced SREL Staff and Contact Information 

I>r. Paul Bcrtsch 
SREL Director 
Phone: (803)-725-2959 

Robert 1. Nestor 

SREL Assistant Director/ SREL Emergency Coordinator 

Phone: {803)-725-3026 

Pager: (803)-725-PAGE, #13233 

Jerry A. Garvin 

SREL Head of Building Maintenance 

Phone; (803)-725-8240 

Pager: (803)-725-PAGE, #18705 

SREL Safety Services Personnel 


Donald R. Mosser 

SREL Environmental Safety and Health Manager 
Phone and Voice Mail: (803)-725-50063 
Pager: C803)-725-PAGE, #19190 
E-mail: SREL Group Wise or mosser@srel.edu 

Vivian Gail Dicks 
SREL Laboratory Safety Officer 
Phone and Voice Mail: (803)-725-9860 
e-mail: SREL GroupWise or dicks@srel.edu 
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EHS-04-O00J 
8/!0('OJ, drrn 
Revision 3 

Attachment 4: SRS Threat Checklist 


Action List 


Stolen Nuclear Material "nirea Call 3-391 1 Report Incident to 

your supervisor 

What kind of mueria) was stolen? 

Ho^v much material uas stolen? 

What facility was it stolen fr<»n? 

Are identification markings on the container? If so, what are they? 

What svili be done sviih this materiai? 

Where is the material right novr? 

Why was the material stolen? 

What is your name? 

What is your address? 

ExbcI wording of the threat _______ 


Sex of caller 

Race 

Age 

Length of call^ 

Number at which call was received 
Time received 

Date received 


Bomb Threat Cal! 3*391 1 Report Incident to your superv isor 

When is bomb going to explode? 

Where is it right now? 

What docs it look like? 

What kind of a bomb is it? 

What will cause it to explode? 

Did you place the bomb? 

Why? 

iWha is your name? 

:Wh8t is your address? 

'where are you calling from? 

;l5 this the mly one? 
i Exact wording of the threat 

ISex of caller 
•Race 

jAge . ... 

'Length of call 

Number at which cal! was received 

iTime received 
Date received 


Caller's Voice 



' . Background Sounds 



[ Calm 

:Nasal 

i ’ ; Street noises 

. Voices 

Angry 

Stutter 

Crockeiy 

.Oew 

ExetKd 

:Lisp 

: r ; iFactoiy machinery 

iSiatic 

Slow 

Raspy 

>!: PA system 

1 |Loca] 

,Ra^d 

.Deep 

:jj Animal noises 

iPhone booth 

Soft 

' Ragged 

Music 

'Long distance 

Loud 

Clearing 

' House noises 

piTice machineiy 

Laughter 

Deep Ineaihing 

i . ; Motor 

i ' 

Crying 

.Crackingvoice 

. i Other 


Normal 

Disguised 





.Distinct 

Accent 



Slurred 

Familiar 





if voice IS familiar, who did it sound like? 




Threat Language 
Well Spoken 
(educated) 


Incoherent 


Foul 


Taped 


Irrational 


Message read by 
threat maker 


Remarks 


{ 

I 


4^ 
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iucxji 6^ 






'^e.^\ ( 


9 


savannah ri\’i:k F.roLOCV laboratory 

Loog-icnn t unBint 

The ftdlowing Ktititiet tsumc SREL’i coopcniiw egmsncm with 1X)E will be renewed n of 
July 1, 2006 and that the Laboratory will continue to provide certain core functiona for tXJE 
indudinc an independent evaluation of the ecological effecU of Sa> amiah Riva Site openlwas 
In addition SREL will broaden Ha funding aouicca and achieve a benei balance between direct 
IXJE funda, competitive grama, univerany and private tuppott to auatain a program of ecological 
leaeaich, education, and oulrcacb. Thia long-ienn approach alao oasuines that DOE provides on 
aasunuicc of ahort<tenn funding to SREL to avoid the termination of a subatanual nunther of 
SREL employees September 30, 2005 and maintain viable operations until the end of the 
existing cooperative agreement cm June 30, 2006 

1. Tavk Fuadlot (S2 CI-S3.5 million laat tfieciftc nroiecta from DOE) 

Specific laaLs would be conducted as requested by DOE project managers to address rescaieh 
needs related to envitonmenul management polcntial new SRS missions, stewardship, and the 
end state vision for the SRS based on specific proposals. FoHowing ore examples of activities 
wiiltin three categories: envstonioesital characterization, ecological nsk and effects, and 
remediation and rcaloration. 

• E nviranrarnul C'haraclerfawtioo — Characterization it a necessary first step in 
detetmiaing environmental and health nsks and devising remedtation and restontion 
strategies. This mformation is also a critical component of NEPA repons. RODs, and 
other regulatory docuntents. Characterization is more than simply measuring conlamiitanl 
conccntratiocis in biota or other media, or reponing the presence of organisms at various 
locations It includes dev eloping an understanding of the processes that control 
distributions of contaminants, chemical fonns. and their bioavailability with a long-term 
stewardship perspective. Task examples: 

a. Continue devclopmeai of long-term ecological databoses to determine whethei 
any changes being observed are the result of natural fluctuations or operational 
impacts 

b. Dctcrmuie the biogeocbcmical processes that control chemical specialion and 
mobilHy of toxic metals, organic contaminants, and radiomidida. 

c. Assess whether sentinel species or other biosensors can be used to cbaractcrizc 
environmental health. 

d. Determine the types of mathematical or staustical modcla thal best describe 
contaminant distribuliom and the iqnake and accumulation of contaminants in 
biota 

e. Develop novel bsosenrors and ctoscnsois for cost-elTcctive long-term moniMtng 
and surveillance of contaminated and remediated sites. 

• Ecological Rbk and Effects— Estimated risks and effects determine the need for 
remediation and rcstonsion efforts, while perceived risks and effects determine the 
publK's accepunce and support for DOE policies and actions. Estimating risks and 
efTecls on the basis of sound science helps to ensure that good decisions are nude by 


/Sr 
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reducing uncotaintics »»V K i» lc d u-ilh complex cnviniiuncnul procestes A recent 
National Academy of Sciences repuct ( 1 999) staled (bat '£cological risks or* htner 
characlcrizej as the Savannah River Site than at any other Due tnstaitatton, due tn pan 
to the designation of the site as a Salionat Environmenlai Research Rarh and the 
presence of the Savannah River Ecology Lsshoratory " Task examples. 

a. Determine how changes tn conuminani spcciation innucace dose-response and 
toxicity relationships 

b. Determine how much molecular or cellular damage from a contaminant it 
necessary before elfecis become signiflconl to mdividuais, populations, and 
communities. 

c. tkliol are the potential effects and inleraclions from exposure to mixed 
contaminants? 

d. Define better the risks from low dose-rate, chronic exposures to radiation. 

c. Develop novel, cost-effective biomarkers for assessing ecological impacts on 
biota. 

• Remediation and Restoration — The knowiedge and expertise based at SREL arc ideally 
suited to address the remediation and restoration of large land areas contamirtaled with 
relattvely low levels of metals, organics, and radionuclides. Various types of 
bioremediotion. natural allenuation, and in situ processes are applications based on 
scientific principles that already exist Task examples: 

a. Identify the trails of native plants and populations that best determine their 
suitability for use in remediation and restoration 

b. Dctermirte the sustainability of microbial transformations and other 
bioremediation processes over time. 

c. Determine whether natural processes, such as plant succession, can be directed or 
accclerrued to establish sustainable vegetalioa at tower costs on remediation sites, 
including waste closuic caps. 

d. Determine the primary mechanisms by which chemical amendments immobilue 
contaminants, and identify the appropriate geochemical and biological endpoints 
to assess sustainability. 

2. iCxlcrnal (iranIs and Contracts ($2-3 million estimated from various sources) 

Currently SREL receives approximately $1.5 million annually in competitive external grants 
and contracts. An expansion in future grants and contracts in mission-related areas will be 
sought to enhance research, education, and outreach programs at SREL 

3. Infravlruelure and AdminUtrative Support ($2 million from EM/NNSADOFt 
Curienlly. approximately $3.5 million is required to maintain the Laboratory's infrastructure and 
to provide the administrative support needed to operate the facility Categories include onsite 
management, safety services, facility maintenance, equipment, custodial services, personnel and 
procurement, financial accounting and reporting, property management, computer and GIS 
*®*''**^®’ library support and SRS Set-Aside management. This proposal envisions a future 
annual commitment of $2 million from DOE with increased funding coming from UGA and 
other sources. 
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To: 

From; 

Office: 

Direct Number: 
Cell Number: 

From: 

Office: 

Direct Number; 
Location; 

Date: 


Reejuested by: 
Background: 


I'nitcd States Department of Energy 
ff'ashmgton. D.C. 20SSS 


MFETINX; NIKMORANDI M 


Secretary Samuel W. Kodman 

Jill Sigal, Acting Assistant Secretary 
Congressional and Intergovemmental 
586-496 Home Number:! 


Charlie Anderson. Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Environmental Management 
(202) 586-2706 Cell Number; 4 i| 


Secretary’s Office 
May 20. 2005 


Time: 3:30 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. 


Jill Sigal and (Tharlie .Anderson 

In the current budget climate the Office of Science (SC ) 
had to make tough choices for the FY 2006 budget. As a 
result. SC concluded that the work being performed at 
the SREL did not rise high enough on its priority list to 
justify continued funding. SC took over the bulk of the 
funding for the SREL in FY 2003 from the Office of 
Environmental Management (EM). 

Congressional supporters were notified on April 22, 2005 
that funding for SREL was eliminated in the President's 
budget. 

However, EM and the Department believes that SREL 
could perform work that will enhance the mission of the 
Savannah River Site (SRS). We have identified an 
alternative that could keep the SREL operational through 
2007 though at a lower funding level than in previous 
years. 
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Wc propose the following allcmativc funding plan: EM 
would contribute $3 million from the SRS budget for FY 
2006. In addition, the National Nuclear Security 
Administration and Office of Science also will pro\ ide 
S, and $ respectively. 

Of the $3 million that EM would contribute, between $1 
and $2 million would support infrastructure and 

maintenance. The remaining S million would support 

work tasked by EM, SC, and NNSA. It is important to 
note tliat under the current scenario the Department will 
need to spend between SI - $2 million to fulfill its 
closure responsibilities at SREL.- 

In FY 2007, EM would fund SREL between SI and $2 
million to continue operations in support of SRS. The 
extension would allow SREL time to seek funding 
beyond FY 2007 from DOE programs andjion-DOE 
entities w'hile completing its current work for the 
Department and continuing its independently funded 
research. 

EM, with federal resources would also support the 
preparation and management of a new cooperative 
agreement needed for SREL to operate. 

If the proposal is to move forward, the University of 
Georgia (lab operator) needs to agree to the reduced level 
of funding and to not lobby for earmarks in FY 2006 and 
FY 2007 nor additional funding from the Department 
beginning in FY 2007, The interested members from the 
South Carolina and Georgia Congressional Delegations 
would need to give their assurances that seek to have the 
FY 2006 Hobson language struck from the House Encrg>' 
and Water Development Appropriations bill (HE>\T)). 
They would also need to assure the Department that they 
would not seek Congressional earmarks in FY 2007, 

Chairman Hobson inserted language in the HEWD 
Appropriations bill that requires SC to fund SREL at $5 
million through the expiration of the current contract on 
June 30, 2006. This bill passed the full committee on 
May 18,2005. 
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Agenda: To present ihc Secreiar\' wth a plan to secure funding for 

SREL through FY 2007. 

Lead & .Attending Staff: Jill Sigal and Charlie Anderson 

Briefing Material; | | .None | X | .Attached 


Open to Press: 


I I 'es 


I X I .No 
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SAVANNAH RIVER CCOLOCV L.ABOR.ATOR^ BACKCROl NO 


The Savannah River Efoloity Laboratory (SREL) was establUhed in 195U 
after the Aunek Energy Commiuioo acquired 3 10 square imies of land 
along the Sawnah River to ea&abUsb the Savannah Ri>'er Site (SRS) SREt 
is operated through an agreement with the Umvmity of Georgia. SRELhas 
a tuff of about 1 SO. Mon are employees of the University of Georgia. 

SRHL b importarn lo the Depanment of Energy in three areas: Ecological 
RiAs artd Eflecta, En\*ironxnattal Charectcrizabocu and Remediation and 
Restoration. Depasimental funding for SREL has been more than SS millioo 
•noually. 

The primary mbaion of SREL ti to provide an independent evaluation of the 
ecological effects of SRS operations through a program of ecological 
research, oAicaHioo. and outreach. Thb program iovolv'es both basic and 
applied covirorsncotal research, with emphasb upon expanding the 
understanding of ecological processes and principles, and evaluating impacts 
of land use activities on the envirotanenL 


Thb independent evalustum provides sddslknal credibility to the 
Department of Energy's (DOE) processes for remedtation to federal and 
state regulatory agertcies. the geoersl public, aid other stakeholders. 

t. Charactenation - Thb b the in y oi t aiu first step m determining 
environmental and health risks and devising remediation and 
restoraticn strafes It has physical, chemical, and biological 
components and spans nwJecular to landscape scales. Scientific 
knowledge gaps exist that impair accurate risk assessment, limh 
remedistiofl and restoration activities, and make cost-effective 
management decisions difficult 

2. Ecological Rtbis and Effects - Thb research attempts to reduce many 
of the knowledge gaps currently associated with ecologka] ride 
analyses otmI effects of coauminams. h studies metals contamloation. 
environmental tramport, chrocuc low-dose rate Irradiation, 
btomarkers, and ecological rbk analyses 
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3. Remediation and Restoration - This multidisciplinary research area is 
designed to develop remediation and restoration techniques that are 
prolecU\’C of both human as well as ecosv slem health. It studies 
engineered remediation (reducing contaminant migration, 
bioavailability, or receptor exposure), biologically-based remediation 
(using biological processes to remediate contaminants), and 
restoration (revitalizing degraded ecosystems). 
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I’niled Stale* Dtpanmcnl of Encrg>' 
Jf'ashingion. D.C. 20585 



MEKTING MEMORANDL .M 
To: Secrclarj' Saroud W. Bodnian 


From: 

Onicc: 

Direct Number; 
Cell Number: 


Jill Sigal, Acting Assistant Secretary 
Congressional ar»d Intergovernmental Affairs 

(2or 5St>-4y67 Home Nunibti 


From: CTiarlie Anderson, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

OfTice: Environmental Management 

Direct Number; (202)586-2706 Cell Number 



Location: Secretary's Office 

Dale: May 20, 2005 Time: 3:30 p.m. - 4:00 pm 


Requested by: Jill Sigal and Charlie Anderson 

Background: In the current budget climate the Office ofScience (SC) 

had to make tough choices for the FY 2006 budget. As a 
result, SC concluded that the work being performed at 
the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) did not 
rise high enough on its priority list to justifj’ continued 
funding. SC took over the bulk of the funding for the 
SREL in FY 2003 from the Office of Environmental 
Management (EM). 

On April 22, 2005 you sent a letter to the Senators from 
South Carolina and Georgia stating that although SREL 
performs quality scientific research, the Office of Science 
could not justify SREL funding in a tight budget 

However, EM believes that SREL could perform work 
that will enhance the mission of the Savannah Riva Site 
(SRS). We have idenbfied an alternative that could keep 
the SREL operational through FY 2007, though at a 
lower funding level than in previous years. 
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Wc propose the following altcmalivc funding plan: EM 
would contribute S3 millicm to SREL froin the SRS 
budget for FY 2006. In addition, the Office of Science 
would proxide SI million in 2006 and the National 
Nuclear Security Administration would proNnde 
approximately SSOO.OOO in FY 2006. 


Of the S3 million that EM would contribute, between SI 
aiKl S2 million would support infrastructure and 
maintenance. The remaining amount would support 
work usked by EM. SC, and N'NSA. It is important to 
note that under the current scenario the Department 
would need to spend between SI - S2 million in FY 2006, 


to close the SREL. 



cfflinuing jU.iD.depcndcntl)tfuhd6d?hwearclL:ltwould > 
aim Ihr mrjhflnismjly poSsiblc SfiEU 

epntinuation 6evond£Y- 2Q07^| 

±M. WiUi lederal resources, would also suppSrKhg ^ 
preparation and management of a new cooperative 
agreement needed for SREL to operate. The cooperative 
agreement is the contract like mechanism that allows 
SREL to enter into agreements with other universities 


and institutions, and to use the facilities at SRS. 


Supporting this agreement would only involve existing 
federal employees at SRS to administer the cooperative 
agreeirtcnt; therefore there would be no measurable 
additional costs. 




: on 3un^ 30, 20 





We ask that you approve going forward if three 
conditions are met; 


1 ) The University of Georgia Oab operator) must agree 
to the reduced level of funding and agree to not seek 
congressional earmarks in FY 2006 and FY 2007 
beyond. 
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2) The members from the South Carolina and Georgia 
Congressional Delegations would need to give their 
assurance that thev would seek to have the language 
struck from the House Energy and Water 
Det'elopmcnt Appropriations bill (HEWD) that adds 
S5 million to the SC budget for SREL through the 
expiration of the cunent contract on June 30, 2006. 

3) The Congressional delegation would need to assure 
the Department that they would not seek 
Congressional earmarks in FY 2006 and FY 2007 for 
SREL 

Agenda; To present the Secretary with a plan to secure funding for 

SREL through FY 2007. 

Lead & .Attending Staff: Jill Sigal and Charlie Anderson 

Rricnng .Material: | J None | X J .Attached 

Open to Press: I 1 Yes I X ) No 
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D epartmont of Energy 

memorandum 

Jun» 31, jnca 

•n.» £M-2I (S^ndt* Wuilcy. 202-516-3017) 

MAdct Sitfifitifi fc* 111* Savomuh kivo Ecolojp' Liibonlofy (SKH-) 

io J*nie) M AUuui, Mjoi*j;a. SjimiajI) Kiva 0|pcr«iioiuOr5cc 

TV pwpoic of Itui (ncnoimdiMii u lo provKic dDcxuaa lot tV nippoti of SREL toeardi 
•Oiviiia m Fiical Yc» (FY) 2006 TV SREL u loMUd wittim iV Stvatitwh Rivei Site 
(SRS) lod M u opcnlod Ituoui^ a taopetuive tpccRieM mih llic Umvanty of Gompa 
Reacteteb Foundatiwi. Uu apactnoil capiis June 30, 2006 SREL la inyKatan) lo iV 
EjniiiicinKnial Mnaitenical (EM) Fiopaai ami oUwi DcpanmcM of Enajy (DOE) prognun 
ofTKO Rcaeaicfa jKoJecu will V cooducied lo addreu DOE need* ai relaiml lo deansp. 
uovrardalnp. SRS end state, and poienlial neir SRS muaMaa 

DOE-SRS IS duceted lo allocaic 33.000,000 m FY 2006 ftoni available EM funds foe applied 
rescaieti m Ihree enueal ariar E(olo|ical RisV and Effecss; Rancdialna and ResioratMo: 
and Ejivitonmenial OiaraeicnzaUan In adduioe lo EM Amding. IV National Nncleai Secunty 
Adnnaiiualiao and V omce of Science will provide 3300,000 and 3 1 ,000,000. rospectively. 
foe wciL m FY 2006. In additioa DOE-SRS u rei|uesled lo prepare a new cooperative 
apeecnein lhai bepns July 2006 lo establish IV fraroewocli foe fiihiie SREL aeiivnies. 

If yoB Vve aeiy funber quesUons. (dease contict me al (202) 536-7709 or Mr Mark Gilbenaon. 

Depury AsaisianS Secretary for Environnienlal Cleanup and Acceieialion, at (202) 536-0755 


Ouulo E AmSenofi 
Pnnop*! Dqnny Ausstani Srcicury foe 
EAViroranenUl Maiueancnl 


CC' 

BniccB Scon,NA'50 
JUILSigal, a-| 

JaiQO F Dccka. SC-2 
Mark W Frw, EM- 30 
Mark A GiIbcmcRi. EM-20 
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Depanment of Energy 
SavanriAh KhMr Op«riUon« Office 
P.O. Bu A 

Akffff. SOiJtff CaroAne 2dMl2 

JUL 0 1 KK 


Or Piul M Bciucfc, Hefrnor mil Dirccur 
Univtnity of C««c>* 

Sovosth Rive Ecology Ltbonuiy 
Onwa E 
Aiken. SC 2»I02 


DceD;. Beruch: 

SVBIECT. Support fw the Stvueah Rive Ecology LtSoreny (SREL) 

By nemonadum liited Juae 27, 200S, Mr. Clxrlei E. Anienon. Piincipol Dcpoiy Anisun: 
Secreiey {a Etivnonmeitil Mcaagetneat (EMX prevvdsd dirsenoe to my office of Ibe plstaed 
Fircil Yeu (FY> 2006 ilmdmg foe SReL Siiineqaest to looeivinf FY 2006 new budget 
tutiiKity, Ibe Dep area e a ! of Eocr 0 . Savannah Rive OpentiORi OtSce, «rill allocate 
$3,000,000.00 foocn available EM Eiada bt applied rtaeareh ia three eattical areas: Ecological 
Rialcs and Effects; Rentadianoo and Rcstoeation; aiad Eovironmerttal Charactenzahon. la 
addition to ^Raiding, the Satioeial Nuclear Secuhty Adnsiaireaaon and the Office of Sdenee 
vail provide ^00.0^ and $1,000,000, rtspeetlvcly. tot work in FY 2006. 

Aa you know, the cutiect cooperative BgrecmenrcttiU in June 200d I have directed the Offiee of 
Contracti Managemesit to begm the proccu to renew the cooperative apeetnent for an additional 
S yean to eatabliah the frttcework for foture SREL aaivihee. 

If you have any questiont. please contact me or have your naff cootaci Donnie Campbell at 
952-7732 or Karen Hooker at 9S2-I379. 


Sincciely, 

lef&ey M. AOiaoti 
MAD&tcr 


OCM-05-0B4 

ec; C. Aadeoon. EM-2. HQ 
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L»vll»n. WllWm 


from 

T»: 

8tfbt«et 


kWtan. waur^ 

Trwwjr Oa»m 12. 2006 pm 

Andwiorv CMam E 

ftC nertn^ I mttm. 




CMitlia 

•TTMmt ftiMwld iuodiftf ot-i«iitil^-iT¥rt»r-Si**6 on' avAiloaUlty of fuMiSM and 

vxiBtiof bud9»k coMtrBintB. It that fussing would bm iram K ‘— - U»*y 

BMbOB<|u«at)y *• you 


UM Utter wei vrittev ui «. looi 

t'exiit wlf 


It e«ye thu (ollow-oe eooperetue 
r'^ec'* -- 


took th* for MB. wtMfi •« treaeferrod tb* SMif to aci ood CiOK*S 1 i — ,,-r-r-j -m - n- 
MO., 1C cut tlwu out U»y cbuolol tM tocuu to oubourfoeo rothor tUB ourtoc* 

•cieoce oh^ch $ puoee le UUtL'o fort* 


Orlgiool Heteegt • • ••• 

ProB Aodoteoft. CberUe I 

■««t Ttouredoy. octc*or la. 3604 4 30 m 

To. Itoeoflock. OoMiei Lrvitea. vtlUeo. Triey. 

Cc. rUabMO, Juetloi Jll3lBOO< Jeffrey (fXI) 

•object rw; Ooooie Cej^Oell Letter 


loeei Ucvitu, dil2ieo 


- ooi ‘ *'**® **■ ** *ppe«»» ttat It would hove a 

004 thiakiof they bed Booey. beeed oa the coovereetioa tbet I ^uet bed with Oeul 


Cbexlse 


..... origiaal itoeeege ••••> 

froa Leuiee Swetfel cSwetfelderel Bdu> 

7o> ABdereeei. cherlce B 

•est Tbu Oct :a li-ll 34 3064 

•wbjecti tecuii# CenpbeU Letter 


HI Cberlie. Oevl eeked m to e«t>d cbie »r ef tofiaie CM^bell a Utter to you 


1 
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L*vtt»o. WMHm 


Prom Tfitf, iro* 

Sont Tlvft4»y. Oclo 0 o> t2. 3006 9 49 PM 

AftfarMTv. Cnartw £. HoMftook. 0«nn«. LmArv W*«m LO«<ar WSam 
Cc: PlMTimw^. Afstn. Moon. OMfrey [5PS) 

Suliftct R£ Oorw LMMr 


AAit* typmd tb« m tAAt you oould r«*tf it. 

t» tev»4 ;,o« 

SK*eutiv« Vie* Preiadont 

Uaiv«t*ity of Oeorgi* R**««rcii fouatetieo i33A Boyd 0<*dii*t* k**«*rcl» C*Bt*r AttMO*. OA 
10403 *^4 33 

D**r Dr b** 


SUWBCT 

UULJ 


rotloo-oa Coepafattva k^rmuc fot savumak atvar Icolcfy :.ab<iTa<arr kiagiaa 


UraitOKI (al Caavaratlva kgraasaal ao Pt-rcc»-»M!ll£a4. Cxstratisa Cata. Jana JO. 
9004 

ID1 Oooflvoetioo R*^*4t iC.CofDin, OOb'B Bettor, ItU Steeper 340SI 

Jott*» r*f«r«acM ti»* feil^-oo Ceoperotiv* Agrt*— pt for um l«v*aatp ti¥«r Ecology 
topof tory ProfrpB (EEAlaJ , it It coAiirMtieo of • vtzBtl diteuttloo betwteo Qirlt CorDiD, 
Offie* of ceocroeit w i m otmept. tad Bob litacor. «D2.. th» froAS reprttonttcir** for th« 
pro3*ct la D«c*«b*z SOOSa Hr Bettor tettet tiut ARC. would proceed eitA laltietiM the 
procsrnint pecAtge for February 3004 tubeiteioB. The curreat Cooperative Aarteeeat 
ezpirtt aTttae )0. 3601 ^ 


Tfc* fellev-oe Cooperative Agreeoeat abMld be bated eo tb* euxseat level of fuodioa 
provid^ by the DepartMht of Baergy tWBJ » 13-tnatb Bate budfet Tear, mitt four 13-booUi 
l^rformaoc* IPWK At tbit tie* D0t-6tv*ttatb Bivtr Operatioat Offlct 
IfBI eeaapemt aatlcipttat that feadrag will contite* to be provided by the Offlct of 
•elcoe* aad OOB-RB bated oa availability of fuada and tb* eaitciap budget coaatraret- 

**^’^*' ^*** applicttioo for the fellew*oo Cooperative hfrrneenr be Miied to ta* 

attMtioa of Cbrlttla* $ Corbia. or band carried to RwildiiM 730B. cube 93M. by clot* of 
buaiotea Tebruary 39. 3064. » . •'r 


^ jetties* you or your ttaff oay have caa be drraeted to Chritcibe 4 Corbia at tR63P 
>S3>e34] or the uaderaigaed at tt03) 993*7733. 


Sincerely, 


D L Caepbtll 

Office of Cootraeta eanageeant 
Cootracting Officer 


OCM M'637 

c«. L Jaaeceb. EtilL 

Oeenlt Byaa. BxjC: 


Otigiet) Mcattgc-- 
riee AadertoQ. Ovarlet • 

Cent. T^oztday. October 13. :o6( «, 3 ft pm 

To Ho^floet. COMil., UvilM OIUJMI. Trj»y. lu.. mlllu 
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Department of Energy 
Snannan Rmw ooaraicnt or^* 
PABwA 

Akan. Seuei Camre 29602 
MAR a 1 2005 


Dr. Paul M Beiucii 
Otfeclor and Profesaor 
Savaanal) River Ecology Labonuny 
Drawer E 
Atkea. SC 29«02 

DcKPaul. 

SUBJECT: Clarificaiioo Co n cer n i n g the Saveemah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) 
Budget tor Fueal Year (FY) 2007 (Your Letter. 3/2ll/(l6) 

Thank yea for your letter of March 2S. 2006, coocemiiig the FY 2007 budget plana for 
SREL Thu confiniu Dr. Karen Hooker'i March 29. 2006, lelcphctx call to yee 
rtafCmiint that the Savannah River Operations Office plaru to fiod S4 mUlloo doUan for 
SREL operatioiu in FY 2007. 

1 regret that circumstances have required that our nton recent quarterly meeting be 
reacheduled several times. I took forward to meeting with you oo April IS*. 


Sincerely, 



n 001 


Jeffiey M. AlUsoo 
Manager 


OESH- 06 ^S 


7 



379 



Ovnnt* Ay«nfOO&Sr» 
ofi«07/2ooe m 


:«•>> Bun4f<g«Oea««6n 

«i M)un> GoiMMEJSn^Sn. Si*v«n BatwrCO&Sn^Sn 
bet 


TMi ts a lolinv-on lo oui nwewg with Sitv* Baba n yw olV» on Auguit 30. 

*• *“**'< on »» two paragrafOt you a-malaO to Gaotge Gaay (t-3(H)61 The 
aUc^ MormalKin it net now, Hit |uit my attampi m tlatattlo on Oia (utlifealion aliaaOy BrnSflod II 

HaJJ^dS^EMhiSSr' "f-O* o' 

rouruyn«^n><ia«Uiwnal|utUflcalion Ho»tv«...»noliiingelta..lbalieve«BOvi<la*aiitio<J 
ovtfVlawoIsnElaclnmotaiiataiyltiosoacthmotatoimponaMloEM 

Ploata lot me bKFw»im«>>ava any quortoniB would Blw tome addilionaloito Thantyoo. 

© 

SRCl &•« T vgn Ad«i£JMrt 
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"Ovtt Target" Juslificalioa for OMB 
Samnnah River Ecology Labotatery 
FT 2m 


Tin laa imDkn tfolfan of ora nita m l*BS lOO hu a duici iniiuci im iIv tJOE't ability to fund the 
S«vannalilUraEflvituiiinciiUIUbcnaoiy(SR£L.)|a«ttani The SREL iaaouii(ionani cwnponciii ofibc 
EM citaaiip Siala(y al the Sorauath Kara Site (SRS) 

The Sananah Kara Eulogy l-ahaaaioty(SllEl.)|ainralti m indepcatdcin caaluaiioai oftlv rcotogical 
cffactt of Saaoaaial) Kim Silo (SRS) ofcaaiiona thaougb a paogram of ecological rcaearch. cducatioo and 
outiraeh Thit involaca hoch batk and applied aticatcb. with ctcphaais cai aaeai of ailKal coocem (oa die 
OITice of Enviaoaiiicaital Monattsicau (W). including anvlimancanal chaiacliaiialion, ecological auks and 
effects* and rcmcdiatln and acnor alien). The SREL alio suppons ongoing plaonlng ■mi regolatuey cffaeti 
fen SRS paojecu thraugli the continued devtlopincni and maanlenance of esicnsave ecological data bases 
and the tnanagesncni of the SKS Nasiooal Envinmmcsnal Rescaich Peak rinally, SREL alao helps DOE to 
effecthcly discuss environmeaiial ususs and infonnaiicn with othca SRS oaginizatioiia. icgulaioes. DOE 
dscuioo'inakcn, and itakeholdos 

If the lesouaces aae nee providod to suppon diis Imponani progaam, SREL will he closed The folowii^ is 
a heief descaipcioo of the unoiadlaie niipocu that would rcnih from dosing SREL. 

• SREL ntasnalu anpoataoe ecologieal dslabases ibai aec used for regulsiacy compluace, mchidiM 
the Nacioosl Envuonini«al Policy Act (KEPA), Endangered Specwi Act (ESAL Congeehetislvt 
Enviraomania) Respooie Compensation and UsbilRy Act (CERCLAX and Resowce Conservntioii 
and Reeoray Act (RCRA). The SRS Ecology Enviecanneaul Iniomiatioo Docsinmn (EEIO) is 
the insjoe she rafcaence source far plaaning and legulaiof) paojeci docusnenu Nearly e(«s of the 
total pobheations chad in the EEID arc Dorn SREL Moreover. SREL resciacb accoums far ora 
TShhofthcpeer-revsewcdpiiblicationam the EEIO Wahom SREL I) ectsUng SREL databases 
would be test; J) dan ioleiprttMioe by subyecl-maiHs eapssu would not be available: J) exisiaig 
databases wcnild soon bccoane oiS<daled. a^ 4) fewer new daea basa would be developed. 

• SR^uippons ongoing regulaloey compliance acUviliei at the Mixed Waste Managemcsil 

Fscilaty. SREL developed and is operatint ■* automaled vadose lone monluiring sysaein to 
measure soil n»isnn and soil analric potential Without SREL this eipeniw would fast 

• SREL helps DOE manage the SRS Naeiooal EnvirottmentsI Research Peril (NERP) by heating ofT- 
ilie scientiiu cnnduciing icsearch al SRS and by imoaging the » DOE Resemcb Set-Aside areas 
at SRS TTicse 30 areas contain over 14,000 acres and provide so cnvsronmcnial baselhie far the 
many drlTcaeait habliai types fmnid at SRS Baielme infarmaiicio is used in plaamlng and 
legolamry docuBtani to help predict impacts nf ongoing, iiiodiricd. or new SRS proiects 
Orgmiisnu colleaed from set-aside areas have been used lo test mcihods of evaluating 
tcmcdialion and lenormion actions a well a the develcpmeni of Icnnirlal blo-asiesamcm 
protocols Without SREL ibis espeatiae would have to he obtaacd from act o0-site source 

• SREL cooducu an mIegaaledcnviraocncntalaalicKb program far DOE. TMs faogram incinda 

laRswiih schools and conummlly groiips, fieid tripa and lours of SREL faetlilia, exhibnt at 

craanaiiiy evenls. and werkshops for area educaiors At the request of DOE, SREL also mdles 
prcsunssciom to the SRS C i tisea Advisory Board, aegsdatory agency peasonncL and other 
s^eholdir poupc Topics inchide anigbibia and resile popolaiaon decline^ diitaibutloo nad 

abundaoee of senshive species, monitored natural BiicnoatKin. wd ecological effects of 
radiologKal aiM chemical cooueninaiian. Wuhom SREL this opportuoit) lo inform scakdiolden 
on the ecological Impacts of she opcaaiiom would be ksl. 
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• SR£L condocu re»c«(b that cm unpovt the rfftcuvtnru of rkdiMic covifoiuncflUt cleanup 
ilratcei«s M SRS iimJ otha tuts. SR£L B cwrenll) conduciins over 35 major research projecu 
This tncludeft rcvcarch io idenufv and docutneiti ahenaifvc ckamip lUKc^tcs that rt)y more 
hcavil) on tiaiura) sysitma thon eni;intcr«i| approaches as well as momiored natural aiiemiation 
Sk£L research tt focused on three major areas 

o Enviiimiiiciml Cltincicrimwg - 11111 u IW impcaiMi fn nep in dacnninint 

cnvrtofimcfilal and litallh risks ar»d devonif lemcdiaAMie and rtstoration strategies It has 
physical. chcniKal, and biolosical cocnponcius and spans molecular to landscap scales 
Sctcniifsc Lnowlcdte paps c&ist that impaar accurate risk atsessmcnl. limn remediaiiun 
and restoraiKui acthrmes, and make coB*elTeclivc manapemcni decasiom dtlTjcuh or 
impoisJblr For example, SK£L is condticimg a lonf-tcrm Budy ofhydrolopc 
cottons and vepetalion responses in reference Carolina bay wellan^ as a baseline for 
Bsaessuig wmland lesioratkm success. Addttiona) rtscarcb is drlcmitnlnc the ehcmrcaJ 
spcctaiKio of iitatitum and nickel to seduncsiu and waiei of ibe Steed Ho^-Tiens Drancli 
corridor. 

o Ecolot»fcal Roks and E-fTrets • TIib research area anenipts to reduce many of the 
knowledge currcnily associated vmb ccologjcil risk analyMS and the effects that 
comaminants have on biou. It studies metal contambtatioQ, cnwonmestal tran^Kin, 
chronic low dose*raie irradiation, bkimarkers, and ecolof ical nsk analyses Research 
results tfc iniendcd to asstss EM in making bcacf* informed decisions about remcdiaitoo 
and land manageotenl For example, comrolkd expenmenls are being conducted using 
low dose-rate irradtation lo deicrmiM ibe genetic response and fre<)ueney of muutioos in 
a model fish specia. Other research on mixed wastes is detenninmg the influence of 
nickel and oramum on trichloroethylene (TCE) degradation by TCE*degradmg bacteria 
o Remediation and Reworanon - This muhidbciplinary research area is designed lo 

develop remediation ar»d restoiaiioo techniques that are potective ofbolh human as well 
as ecosystem heahh. It srudres engineered retnediation (reduemg cootamcnant migration, 
bioaviilabibry, or rKepior exposure^ biologtcany*baMd remediation (using biological 
pocesscs to remediate contammaMs), and restoration (rcviuUulng degraded ccosysicms). 
The goal is to help EM develop, evaluate, and achieve stakeholder acceptance of 
remediation and restoration projects. For example, SR£L is conductinf field studies to 
decnoostratc the potential for using tree species (poplar, sweet gum. sycamore, loblolly 
pine, teyland cypress) for rcmedialioe a^ restoration purposes on the SRS. SREL is 
also determining the effects of envir onmental cooditiom on rooting depth of native 
grassa used on closure caps for wane sites. 

Without SREL, this EM«hmded research would be tenninated 

■ SREL also conducu ecological research for other DOE organizations, federal, ctaie and local 
agencies. Kicntific organitaiicQs, and ptvalc sector companies. These iiKlude the National 
Nuclear Security Admtnistraikiii. DOE OfTice of Science, Department of Defense, Environmemai 
protection Agency. South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, and the National Science 
PcnindatioA. Rcseatch conducted for these org»izaiiofts buikb on cxising SREL research 
capabilities, help support SREL operaiiom, and often has application to ongoing SREL research. 
However, EM Kmdifi| provides the base siqiport for SREL. The loss of EM funding would 
require SREL lo close. Without SREL, these research projecu could net conimoe. 

• Approximately IDO employees would be tcrminaied This would include senior research faculty, 
researchers, technicians, and muinienancc and admmtsmtjvc personnel 


DPR 

9-07-<l6 
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S1«««n Bl*eilOOEJSrs 
a 8 n&«ioc(a 4 ipv 


to tlollnoy. 9<«y* «6ony &otftio y O*‘^^oo 90 ^ 

ee 'eo«>.AIc)v<diD(5Rr*oM>i*<<*«.b*€29npcM>.'Goror. 
Oto*B«* «Goci«bo Cth^r^wm ooo oov>, 'AOurv Joflfoy 

tsusr OMC O^ H 0 O¥>. -etmto^. &ofoir 

<un>i UonOngOm go»>. -SoMoi. M*«n (SKSr 

<>*«n itaaB0(n gef, Jocquatno 
*mim^XX/SnlfSn 


Suli)« fit FW TJ-Hour kloMk*«MiQ 


Bony, 


My opotoiy^ I w» peUng FY07 004 FVIM contiMO Veu'ic conoa m« FYM reqimt lot SftEl 1$ 
no whiotfOTtoaiigoijt HM 2 L 

Vot, SflEl WUL BE tumtod tn FY07. 

F oi rv07 , ■ • doing funded oui of PBS «C fa( J4 1M Wo or^molly wonlod H Includod In out FV07 
Ptogrira Suppon PBS SR-B100. Out weio Itaeeted lo lonxwo II Mcauie thol PBS wn doing leaueskd ol 
10 high a Iwgot ” 


Ai you tacal. in FY06 Iho Olflee of Sdonco provided IIM lot BUi ocftvoy (EM pronded S3M end DP 
^OMded on adMMnal SSOOK) The OfHeo o4 Soenca would nol ptovido any funding in FY07 

Coniequordy. die iMeoposaon woo ifieiSneL would tiMde homed lot FY07. Over Iho nom oovoni 

.*?S ?• .P®"***' i»u»l “W** wo woio lotted lo fund Ihlf eellvlly vrllhin out EM the latgol 

1«C (oia Llguld Wooie PBS) lo dy fat Ihe lergoot player on olio. Senior Managotnenl made lha 
dodann not fundoig lot SREl woidd come oul of Ihe loooutceo lor PBS 14C. 

For FYOB thru FY12, funihng lor vuo aedvily lo doing roduooied In our Program Support PBS SR-0100. 


Sortyloiinaoonfuticrt 

Slave 


“Gaflnoy. Bony* <Bairy.Gallnoy^m doc gov> 



Btrry* 

<<Mrry GaffneyQ^fn doe ^ee 
0V1S,?O06 0^31 PM 


To tie^JMiier^erf.gOv 

fit *B»t. AM jo ndro * o>B|a n <>B. b— yg i n ■gcv>o 'Kiofey. 

Geor^t* <Cecrot.Ow«V^»n.dot.eo^. SorMT 

tdtndryAvsQoio. ‘Spodv. WMnm (SR$r 

*¥imtn kpwMfOort 9ev>. 'Alaan, .toflrn (SRST 
<)atltey.»AftOA^|r» qov* 

Subted rw: 7?-Hour NooftaAoo 


Stovt. 


K »nn5 SI (OMB) made da fundmg docsiono laol Docomder Iho 

11 ^ FY M07 to SREL Is otllmr rogueoled or a Ian' 

t I trank !h«ff gi^a] were trying lo Kndo«A 




I 
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C Cer^iA/DOE/Sr* 
09/26/2006 09:39 AM 


T« Karen ^Mrc/DOC/Sr«^Sr«. Cre*^ 
AfmKiren^/0OE/5r«^Sf«. Dewu«&4 
£«p6cJt/S>0E/Sr««Srs 

c< ArtKrb Md/00€/Srse&r«. t>crrM 

i^r«^DOe/Sr«C5ri 

bcK 

Far Sa^iwnah fttvcp Ecobjy Loborotory 


Plcesc oAnK of lh€ polh fonoord for th« foUoiv-en Cocpcretivc Agreement for wth U^AAF for tht 
SREl Proorom> Where or« mt awfii the lesucf erted beJov: A a » nx 

(I) EM Z problem with the Pre|eef Stope^''""^*^ , i , U ^ JLd r*? O ^ 

(J) EM ZZ problem onth fmdmg 1 5M weroe 4M 

(3) 7Z-Houn CongrexKonsl Notification (if oworded by September 30. 2006) 


Time « very importont with the Fiscal Yeor endmg ond pressirc to hove oil open Pfts oblijoted, 1 
need to Imow hoe to proceed. If i»e do not meet the S^ember 30, 2006 deadline. 1 need to 
allocate the non-DOE finding to tht eantting Coeperetivt Agreement end extend the Femod of 
Performance intil we ore clear on the poth fomord. Please advise on path fomvd. 


f omorOed by C CorbnrOOE/Srs on 09/26/2006 09.19 AM ~ 

Karca Faarc/D06/Srt 

09/22/2006 09.47 AM '''• »ebttce erBft/0Oe/Srs©trs, C Corbin/BOE/SroSSrs 

C€ 

Sabjact Far- 5rwBh Ri%«r Ecalogy Ub6r«t6ry 


Slitl werktn^ - FYt. 

Fofwded by Karan Paora/DOE/5rt an 09/22/2006 09 47 AM 



Jeffrey AthaaWDOE/flrs 
09/22/2006 09 20 AM 


To mdrhyfcafttaw C^ doc yv 
ec W.»ofTijpodar€*r»^, Arthur fioUd/DOE/5rf«Srf, 
•^a^aAFaore^fr* gov, *Dcnnis Ikyar/ •dcnhjfjyon&srt go¥* 
^J€C1 fm: Savannah ftwar Ecategy la6eralef> 


M^k. 


As o follonMip to our discussion on Mondoy. attached it o wnte-igi proinding o description of the 
work to be performed by SftEL Note thot tht cooperotive o^ement expires at the end of the 
month, so I need guiek resolution on this issue. I om In tronsit from Iddho todoy. but feel free to 
coll my cell phone (B03-640-7392) end I'll catch you betneen steps. Il^di you. 
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Office of Congressional & Intergovernmental Affairs 
72 - Hour Prior Notification Form 

Please fill In all of the spaces for proper processing 


Njime of Office: 


Date & Time of Scheduled Release: 


Savannah River September 25, 200S 

Operations Office 


Contact Person; 


ChnabntS Cortan 
Contracts Spectaitst, Offce of 
Contracts Manaoement 

Type of Notification: 


Office & After Hours Phone Number: 


Of«ft or Final RFP of $1 maon or mora 
Field Offica Public Meeting 
Record of Deoslon (ROD) 

Risk-Sasea End State Vision Document 
Worklorca Restructuring 
Aefiieveig a Major Milestone 
Cloeaig of a Facility 


□ Opening of s New Offce 
Q Draft or Fnai EIS 

P Small Business Conference 
Q Citizen A 0 « Board Maatmg/Heanng 

□ Ternunabon of DOE Contract 
Q Ma^ FaoMy AnrKiuncamanl 
B Other 


General Description; The Department of Energy •s<DOE) Savwmh River 
Operations Office will be awarding a 5-year Cooperative Agreement to the 
University of Georgia Research Foundation (UGARF) for continued operations of 
the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL), and management of the associated 
ecological research program at the Savannah River Site The period of perfotmance 
is a 12-monlh base year with four 12-month renewal periods. The estimated value is 
$35,000,000 (recipient cost sharing - $3,000; DOE-SR - $20,000,000; and National 
Nuclear Security Administration and non-DOE sponsors • $12,000,000.) 


The University of Georgia has operated SREL since it was founded in 1 95 1 


Known CongressiOMl Interost: 

-c-v. I • i-.ty Graham and P.'rr’c^c-tj' .rr. r -c-.-iam Barrett Joe WSson and Chartes 
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Norwood 


Please send your notification to. 

Office of Congressional & Intergovernmental Affairs 

Cl NotificationiSlho doe oov 

If you have any questions please call <202)586-5450 

Last update 05/1 1/2004 
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f/20/0^ 

Sav annah Rj'mt Ecologj' Laboratorj' 
Scope of Work for FV2007-FV201 1 


The S»v«nnah River Ecology Ubortlory (SREL) provide* on independent e\«lu«ion of 
the ecologicaJ cffccU of SiMinnah River Sit* (SRS) operation* through a program of 
ecological research, education and outreach. This involve* both basic and applied 
research, with emphasis on areas of critical concern for the Office of Environmental 
Management (EM), including environmental characterization, ecological risks and 
effects, and remediation and restoration. The SREL also supports ongoing planning artd 
regulatory ciTorts for SRS projects through the continued development and maintenance 
of extensive ecological data bases and the management of the SRS National 
Environmental Research Park. Finally. SREL also helps DOE to effectively discuss 
environmental issues and information with other SRS organizations, regulators, DOE 
decision-makers, snd stakeholders. 

SREL’s annual $4 million budget from EM, with projected annual adjustnvents for 
infration. will be used for salaries, fringe benefits, supplies, travel and indirect costs as 
estimated below. 


CatcBorv 

Amount 

Salaries 

$2.38$ 

Fringe Benefits 

535 

Expenses and Travel 

500 

Equipment 

100 

Indirect Costs (@1 1 . j%) 

4^ 

TOTAL 

S4,000 


WTten summarized by tasks, the annual budget will be allocated as estimated below. 


Task 

Amount (SKI 

Operational Support* 

$1,500 

Research Programs 

2,18$ 

Education 

140 

Outreach 

175 

TOTAL 

S4.000 


‘Includes management and administrative support, infrastructure and facility 
maintenance, custodial services, safely services, and computer services. 


Additional annua] funding is received from N’NSA (SMOK). The University of Georgia 
(about SI million), and external grants (about $2 million). DOE-SR provides utilities at 
no aist and services valued annually at about SISOK for telephones, fire protection and 
radiologiciu suppoil 




I 
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Folltming is s summao' of projected tasks under the new coopentive agreemenL SREL's 
research programs are d)'namic and have been des eloped cith« in response to requests 
from DOE through SREL’s own initiative, or some combination of these approaches. 
Current aivd proposed activities deal with problems associated with the characterization, 
risks and effects, and remediation of groundwater and soil contamination on the SRS, as 
well as others related to long-term stewardship and the recentl>-complcted End Sute 
Vision for the SRS. The identified tasks are multi-year efforts (Fy2007-FY201 1), but 
individual subtasks will be revised annually based on resulu from the presious year and 
projected future requirements. Estimated costs for each task arc provided; they ore 
expected to be reasonably similar from year to year. 


Ertvironmenlat Charaeteriuaion 

Characterization is a necessary first step in determining environmental and health risks 
and in devising appropriate remediation and restoration strategies. Environmental 
characterization information it also tteeded to make informed decisions about 
remediation approaches, long-term stewardship and land management, and it is also a 
critical component of NEPA reports. Records of Decision (ROD), and other regulatory 
documents. Environmental characterization is more than simply measuring contaminant 
concentrations in groundwater, soil, biota or other media, or repotting the presence of 
organisms at various locations. It mcludes developing an understanding of the processes 
that control distributions of contaminanu, chemical forms, and their bioavailability. 
Characterization is also necessary to construct models of bow natural and engineered 
systems function, both in the presence and absence of environmental contamination. 

Task I. Develop long-term ecological databases for use in Site documents and to 
drlcrmint w hether any changes being observed are the result of natural 
fluctuations or operational impacts. (S315K/}ear) 

Field stoics will take place throughout the genera] Site and mostly involve continuation 
of ongoing worit. For example, sampling and monitoring of all amphibian and reptile 
species will continue at Rainbow Bay, site of the vvorld’s longest continuous 
herpetological study, which was begun during consuuction of the Defense Waste 
Processing Facility, Data collection on hydrologic conditions and vegetation responses in 
more tliM 20 refaence Carolina hays will continue as a baseline for assessing wetland 
refloration success. Two other ongoing cfTorts will involve extending a database on 
alligator genetics and population dynamics, and te-sampling threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant species to determine effects of land management activities. A newer effoit 
will chuactcrize microbial communities associated with sediment, water, and biofilms in 
conlaminatcd and uncontaminated sucams on the SRS as a component of SREL's 
bioremediation tesearch and research related to developing novel long-term surveillance 
monitoring activities. Finally, a WSRC-fimded sublask will cominue to update a GIS 
database on SRS animal species used by SRS in ecological risk assessments. 


2 
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Talk 2. Determine the biogcocbemical proccisca that cootrol chemical ipcciation 
and mobilil}' of toxic metals, urgaoic contaminants, and radionuclides. 
(S4(>0KAcar) 

Laboralor) studies will be conducted along wlh netd-based rcscaich at several locations 
on the SRS. Continuing research will characterize solid- and aqueous-phase uranium and 
nickel specialiun in the Steed Pond- Tims Branch sj'stcra, generating information that will 
be essential to developing potential In tiw remediation solutions or information relative 
to natural attenuation through sequestration. In another snsdy, the role of dissimiIator> 
iron-reducing bacteria in determining the fate of chromium and uranium in SRS surface 
and vadose zone soils will be examined- Laboratory studies will continue to evaluate the 
impact of variably-saturated conditions on contaminant (uranium, chromium, and 
cesium) partitioning in the subsurface through application of Surface Complexation 
Models to describe contaminant migration in the vadose zone. Degradation of organic 
contamiitanis will be studied in the field to determine rates of natural attenuation of TCE 
and PCE at the interface of Pen Branch and the CMP groundwater plume, i.e., the 
hyporheic zone. Compound-qsecific isotope ratio atudysis will be developed as a tool to 
evaluate the roles that irxiigenous microbial populations play in the cycling of carbon and 
nitrogen in terrestrial and aquatic environments affected by SRS activities. 

Task 3. Assess whether sentinel species or other sensors can be used to characterize 
covironmcnial health. ($275K/v'car) 

A number of novel approaches are being examined to supplement or replace traditional 
methods of data collection. For example, in cooperation with WSRC and USFS-SR, an 
automated weather station and a remote wifeless monitoring system are being installed 
for estimating evapo-transpiiation potential at the Mixed Waste Management Facility 
(MWMF). The infotmalion will then be used to help determine application rates for the 
tritium irrigation system. Similarly, testing will continue of an automated vadose-zone 
monitoring and pore-water sampling system, aiso at M\k'MF, inclucling comparing a 
remote wireless system in side-by-side trials with conventional iield-bascd methods. 
Another novel approach includes evaluating the potential for using stable isotope 
signatures in freshwater mollusk shells as reliable monitors of water chemistry in surface 
waters of the SRS. On a larger scale, interactions among microbial diversity, ecos)'stcm 
processes, and abiotic factors will be examined for their ability to predict effects of 
physical and chemical changes in the environment. In conjunction with a DoD-DOE- 
EPA-fiindcd SERDP grant, a series of ecological indicators to be identified by DoD w ill 
be used to place SRS upland pine-hardwood forests on an index of regional land-use 
disturbance. Finally, with partial funding from the National Science Foundation, field 
research will continue on a study to characterize impacts of fotest land- management 
practices on amphibian populations using the SRS as one of the study sites. 
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Ecological Jtiih atuf Effects 

Eslimaled risk* «nd efleew deleimine the need rcmediulion and restoration cfTorts, 
while perceived risks and effects determine the public's acceptance and support of DOE 
policies and actions. Estimatins ecological risks and effects on the basis of sound science 
helps to ensure that good management decisions arc made by reducing uncertainties 
associated with complex environmental processes. A 1999 report from the National 
Academy of Sciences slated that “Ecological risks are belter characterized at the 
Savannah River Site than at any other DOE insiallaiion. due in part to the designation of 
the site as a National Emironmenlal Research Park and the presetKe of the Savarmah 
River Ecology Laboratory. “ 

Task 4. Determine bow the foren of a cantaminant influences dose-response and 
toxicity relationships. (S300Kfycar) 

Radionuclides and metals will be the focus of moss of the research on this topic. 
Experimenu wOI determine the dose-response relationships from acute and chronic 
sublethal doses of radiation on DNA mutations in ted blood cells and reproductive celts 
in the model ftsh, medaka. In other studies, metal concentrations, metal distributions 
within organisms, and potential molecular damage resulting from exposure to nickel will 
be examined in earthworms, nematodes, and turtles — all organisms with the potential to 
bioaccumulate metals and transfer them to higher trophic levels. Portions of this work 
will be conducted at the National Synchrotron Light Source at Brookhaven National 
Laboratory. Finally, the stable isotope composition of nitrogen in amino acids of 
microorganisms and higher-level organisms will be analyzed to determine the source and 
fate of nitrogenous compounds, and bow contammants affect protein metabolism in these 
organisms. 

Task S. Determine the potential elTecIs and interactions from exposure to mixed 
contaminants. (S3(IOK/ycar) 

Estimating ecological risks ar>d effects from mixed contaminants (e.g., radionuclides and 
metals) is difBcuIl and not generally attempted, even though mixed contaminants arc 
commonly found in DOE waste sites. Several field and laboratory studies arc tmderway 
to develop new methods and gcrteraie new knowledge in this area. Interactions between 
nickel and irichlotoelbylene (TCE) are being studied in the Tuns Branch-Steed Pond 
system, including bow nickel might affect plant enzymes involved in the metabolism of 
TCE, how TCE might affect the uptake of nickel in plants by changing cell membrane 
structure, and bow the presence of TCE may affect soil chemistry ntKj thus nickel 
biosvailalnlity to plants. In a related study, assays will be completed to determine the 
influence of nickel and uranium on TCE degradation by TCE-degnsding bacteria. A study 
involving radiation and metals will be doix in collaboration with scientists at the Medical 
College of Ccorgia to examine radiation-induced molecular responses in fish embryos 
with and without exposure to cadmium. Finally, field and laboratory approaches will be 
used to determine the impacts of ash basin runoff on microbial communities associated 
with sediments, open water and biofilms in 40O-D Area. 
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Tttk 6. Dcrmc mure cicarl) the risks from low dose-rale, chronic exposures to 
radiation. ($l70Ky)car) 

W^ith partial fimdinj; ftoro DOE's Oflicc of Science and in collaboration with scientists 
from Colorado Slate University, experiments will be conducted on the transgenerational 
cfTects of low-dose rate imdiaiion using medaka fish as a model to determine the genetic 
re^nse and frequency of mutations in exposed and unexposed progeny of irradiated 
parents. Irradiation experiments will be done at SREL's Low Dose Irradiation Facility 
located at PAR Pond. 


Remediation and Restoration 

The knowledge and expertise based at SR£L are ideally suited to address the remediation 
and restoration of large land areas contaminated with relatively low levels of metals, 
organics, and radionuclides. SREL conducts multidisciplinary research designed to assist 
in the development, evaluation and stakeholder acceptance of remediation and rtstoratioa 
eflorls that protect human and ecosystem health. Fundamental to the success of various 
bioremediation, natural snenuation. and In situ remediation applications is an 
uitderstanding of the underlying scientilic principles on which they are based. 

Task 7. Identify the traits of natKc species and populations that best determine 
their suitability for use in remediation and restoration. (SlTSK/year) 

Two areas of emphasis for this research are phytoremediation of contaminated sites on 
the SRS, and the use of native vegetation in restoration of degraded habitats. Studies will 
evaluate the potential for using tree species, such as poplar, sweet gum and sycamore, for 
remediation and restoration. We will also conduct studies on the ability of native plants 
along Pen Branch to assimilate artd degrade both TCE and PCE. New phytoremediation 
research will bc^n to evaluate difTereni grasses for their ability to assimilate and degrade 
TCE 

In collaboration with the U.S. Forest Scrvice-SR, life-history trails of native plant species 
most successful in restoration of drained Carolina bays will be evaluated. Finally, tlx 
survival and reproductive success of thrcatcited, endangered, and sensitive plant species 
will be assessed in experimental restoration gardens under different land management 
practices with partial support from a DoD-DOE-EPA SERDP grant. 

Task 8. Determine the primaiy mechanisms by which natural attenuation and 

engineered remediation processes immobilize contaminants, and identify 
the appropriate geocbcmiral and biological endpoints to assess 
sustainability. ($2S0KAcar) 

Laboratory studies involving co-contaminants will be completed to evaluate the 
effectiveness of hydroxyl apatite amendments in reducing metal toxicity to 
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microorganisms, which should then enhance TCE degradation by the microorganisms. 
This is part of an cfTort to understand the biogeocbemical processes leading to natural 
attenuation of uranium, nickel and other co-contaminant metals in Steed Pond-Tims 
Branch, and cesium in contaminated SRS stream corridors. In an ongoing study being 
conducted in collaboration with WSRC, existing field-scale solute tracer data from H- 
Area subsurface injcclioo experiments will be analyzcrd to determine relationships 
between travel distance and geologic formation hcicrogcnehy on longitudinal dispersion 
of the tracer, which acts as a surrogate for contaminants. 


Education 

Task 9. Support the education of college undergraduates and graduate students as 
one of SREL's core activities. (SNOlC/ycar) 

Since SREL’s founding, education and training of students have been importarn 
components of SREL’s program. Undergraduate and graduate students from arouisd the 
world are provided on opportunity to conduct research on the SRS under the supervision 
of SREL scientists. Studmts are integrated into SREL's research programs and supported 
with funding from DOE and external grants. SREL's summer undergraduate program is 
largely supported by the National Science Foundation. SREL seeks to graduate at least 
five students each year with M.S. or Ph.D. degrees based on research conducted at SREL. 


Oulrtach 

Task 10. Maintain oulrearb and communlcatioo programs to enhance the public’s 
understanding of cnvironmcnlal issues affecting ibe SRS. (SHSiC/ycar) 

Outreach to the general public is an important component of SREL’s cooperative 
agreement and complements the Lab’s research efforts. Environmental ouueach 
programs target a range of audiences and age groups in an effort to increase the general 
public’s awareness and understanding of environmental issues affecting the SRS and 
sunounding region. SREL personnel conduct over 200 presentations per year and provide 
associated educational materials to K-12 students, teachers and the general public. 
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Sa\’annah River Ecologj’ Labciralor>' 
FV 2007 


SI. 5 Million E.M-Supporl Scenario 


O^riull ImiTcl 


An EM funding level of SI.SOO.OO0 cookl severely bnpKt opemiuns m the SeveniuUi Riva 
Ecology LaboTMory (SREL). Ii U powiMe ttm die Sfh. would cease operations « SRS. 


S'RF-I- Rodprl Imnoef 


In FY 2006. DOE (EM. SC, and NNSA) reduced base- level SREL funding by aSS (from 
SI. MS.OOO 10 $4400,000). Toial SREL funding dropped 40S(loSS,549.964). If EM funding is 
reduced to $1 J million in FY 2007, total SREL funding could decline to $3 JOI.OOO. Tbli would 
be a 39H reduction from the FY’ 2006 level. It would result in a two-year reducsicn of 63S &om 
the FY 2005 furtding level for SREL. 


FY2005 


FY2006 


fy:oo7 


EM 


SC 

7.7414)00 

NNSA 

400,000 

SRS projects 

230,600 

UGA 

791.775 

Total 

9,177475 

EM 

3.000,000 

SC 

1.000.000 

NNSA 

500,000 

SRS prcjccis 

93,000 

UGA 

956,964 

Total 

5449.964 

E.M 

1.500.000 

SC 


NNSA 

500,000 

SRS prefects 

391,000 

UGA 

1,000,000 

Total 

3491.000 


• This uics actual FY 2005 funding, ongoing FY 2006 funding, and the $14 million EM- 
Suppoti scenario foe FY 2007. h includes funding from EM, SC, WSA, SRS task-tpecific 
projects and the University of Cioorgia (UGA). Outside gramt (about S2 millhaycar) are nor 
pan bate-level SHELfimdlitg. but do contribute to SK£l operations through overhead 
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SKrLPn-er »mlmii»ci 

Ia rtspottse io reduced FY 2006 fimdiflg Wveh and dircctkti provided by EM. SREL cut fUfTini 
io'clt (aboiM 35%) and reorganised iu research efforts to focM on environmesiui 
charaderizjtion, ecologka] risks and effects, and remediation and rcaiomltoii. h was deicrmifMDd 
at that time, that a S4 millioa'ycar eommhmeat from EM coupled with modest increases in 
support from NNSA and UCA would enable UGA to deliver the scope of work identified m (he 
existing SREL cooperative agreemeno. It was further agreed that UGA would continue to seek 
addnio^ outside grant fursdittg to help cover SREL opcratiocal coos and mamiain ecological 
expertise needed to help address SRS envitonmenul cicamip and locif-tcmi stewardship issues. 

PUminf for SREL has been based on $4 million for FV 2007 ($4.1 million if a 2.5S escalation b 
included^ This funding level target was communicated in a March 3 1, 2006, SR kfler to SREL 
Thu funding level b corubleat with (he SREL Budget Flan for FY 2007 that was lubmincd by 
UGA in its proposed new cooperative agreement for operation of the SREL (February. 2006). It 
planned for a S6 million base program with $5 million coming from OC^ and $1 million from 
UGA. This would support a SREL profran very shnilar lo the FY 2006 program. It included 61 
FTEs with eight managemeni and faculty positions. 25 support positions (safety, budget, 
personnel, property control, mechanics, and roaintenance personnel)* three postdoctoril 
associates, and six graduate research assistants. A number of these involve pan-time employeci 
rtsuhtng in a total SREL workforce of about 100. Salaries with beoeffti acccuot for oear^ 64 H 
of SREL expendhures with research supplies/equipmenl aceouming for over M % of 
expcaditurca. 

If the $1 .5 million EM ffmding scenario was implemented • assuming constant funding from 

other sources • SREL could loose of an addiiiooal 30 FTEs. 

• 

Gitto ihe size FY lOM rtduciiotu ilul h*ve alrudy been «b«orbed die FY 2006 
rcorpnaitionoT die SREL, H Kcnis an open (|ucstion how SREL could coMinue to meet die 
work scope contained in the coopcnlive agreement if further reductions arc insiituled. Moreover, 
the utiimale impact of reducing EM funding to S I J million would abo depend cn the follow-ing. 

• Any additional cosu asaocialcd with funlier, unplanned SREL personnel reductions. 

(The new agreement is scheduled to begin on October 1, 2006.) 

• Any changes in the UGA linancial commitmenL 

• Any changes in the NNSA financial commitment (about S300,000 core support and 
S200,0a0 project-specific support). 

• Any changes in the ability to perform other planned SRS project-specific support (c.g. 
MWMF Groundwater, Integraacd Operable Units). 

• Any negative impacts on other SREL research projects (outside grants) because it could 
adversely affect the amount of overhead fees coUcctcd tliaa are used lo help support 
SREL operationt. 


OmurrofSHFL 

The following is a brief description of the immediate impacts that would result if SREL ceased 
operations at SRS. 
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SREL moinuiiu imporuni ecological daubaaea Dial arc used for regulaiorj' compliance, 
including the Kaiional Environmcmal Policy Aci (NEPAX Endangered Specita Act 
(ESAX Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation aitd Uabilily Act 
(CERCLAX and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The SRS Ecology 
Environmenul Information Document (EEID) is the major site reference source for 
planning artd regulatory project documenu. Nearly A(m of lltc loul publications cited in 
the EEID arc from SREL. Moreover. SREL reseat accounts for over 75% of the peer* 
reviewed publicatiotu in the EEID. Without SREL; I) existing SREL daubasea would 
be lost; 2) dam inlerprcution by subject-matter experu would noe be available; 3) 
existing daubascs would soon become out-dated; and 4) fewer isew dau bases would be 
developed. 

SREL supports ongoing regulatory compliance activities at the Moved Waste 
Managernem Facility. SREL developed and is operating an automated vadosc lone 
monitoring system to measure soil moisture and soil matric polcmiaL Without SREL this 
expertise would losL 

SREL helps DOE manage the SRS National Environmental Research Park (NERP) by 
hosting off-sHc sciemtsts conducting research at SRS and by managing the 30 DOE 
Research Set-Aside areas at SRS. These 30 areas contain over 14,000 acres and provide 
an environmenul baseline for the many different habitat types found at SRS. Baseline 
information is used in planning and regulatory documents to help predia impacts of 
ongoinjt modified, or new SRS projecu. Organisms collected from set-asIde areas have 
been used to lest methods of evaluating remediation and restoration actions as well as the 
dev elopment of terrestrial bio-assessment protocob. W'ithout SREL. this expertise would 
have to be obuined from an off-site source. 

SREL conducts an integrated environmenul outreach program for DOE. This program 
includes Ulks whh schoob and community groups, field trips and tours of SREL 
facilities, exhibits at community events, tnd workshops for area educators. At the request 
of DOE SREL also makes presenutions to the SRS Chizens Advisory Board, regulatory 
agency personnel, and other sukeholdcr groups. Topics include amphibian and reptile 
population declines, distribution and abundance of sensitive species, monitored natural 
attcmiatic^ and ecological effects of radiological and chemical conumiiutton. Without 
SREE this opportunity to inform sukeholdcn on the ecological impacts of sHe 
operatiofu would be lost. 

SREL conducts tcscarch Ihil can improve the clfcctivencss of existing environmental 
cleanup strategies at SRS and other sites. SREL is currently conducting over 35 major 
research projects. This includes research to identify and document ahcnulive cleanup 
strategic that rely more heavily on natural syaems than engineering approaches as well 
as monitored natural attenuation. SREL research is focused on three major areas, 
o Enyifgnmctital CharactenzaiKm • This is the impotunt first step in dctennining 
environmental and health risks and devising remediation and restoration 
strategies. It has physical, chemical, and biological components and spans 
molecular to landscape scales. Sckmilic knowledge gsps exist that impair 
accurate risk assessment limit remedistion and restoration activities, and make 
cost-effective management deebions diflicuh or impossible. For example, SREL 
is conducting a long-term study of hydrologic conditions and vegetation 
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responicf in tcferenc* Carolina bay watlandt u a haKline for ataeuing waland 
lutontios niccen. Additional rtwarcb it dactmining the chemical ipecittioo of 
uranhan and nickel in ledimeMt and waicr of the Steed Pond-Timt Branch 
corridor. 

o Ecoloalcal Riiit and F.ffrcu - Thia leaearch area atiempu 10 reduce many of the 
knowledge gapi currently aaaocialod with ecological risk analytes and the cfTecIt 
dial cootaoiinanla have on biota. It studiea metal cofitaminaiion, enviroemcnlal 
transport, chronic low dow-raW irradiatioai. biomarken, and ecological risk 
artalyacs. Research results are intended So assist EM in making better-informed 
dcciaiona about remediatioo and land fnanagcmcnL For example, controlled 
experimemt arc being conducted using low doac-rtte irradiation to determine the 
genetic lesponac and frc<|ucncy of mutationa in a model fiafa species. Other 
reaearcb ea mixed wastes is determining the influence of nickel and uranium on 
trichloroethylene (TCE) degradation by TCE-dcgrading bacteria. 

O RcriKdialion and Rettorailon - This mehiditcipimaiy research area is dcsigtwd 
to develop remediation and resiontion techiuipjet that arc protective of both 
human ai well as ceosystesn health. It tttidiea engineered rcmcdialion (reducing 
contaminain migrilian, bioavailahilily. or receptor exposure), biologically-baacd 
remediation (uiing biological processes to rem^ialc contaminants), and 
restoration (revitaluiiig degraded ecosystems). The goal is to help EM develop, 
evaluate, and achieve stakeholder acceptance of remediation and rcstoratian 
piojecti. For example, SREL is conducting flcM studict to demonstrate the 
potential for using tree tpecies (poplar, sweet gum, sycamore, loblolly pine, 
Leyland cypreu) for reincdiation and restorasioo purposes on the SRS. SREL u 
also determining the effeess of environmetital condhiom on rooting depth of 
native grasses used on closure for wisle sites. 

Without SREL. this EM-hmdcd research would be tcsminslad. 

• SREL also conducts ecological research for other DOE orgsaisatiDns, federal, state and 
local agencies, acienlifle organaationt. and prhale sector companies. These include the 
National Nuclear Security Administration, DOE Oflicc of Science, Department of 
Oefenre, Environmental Protection Agency, Sooth Carolina Depni^enl of Natural 
Resources, and tbe National Science Foundation. Reseweb conducted for these 

organ iiasiotis builds on cxisling SREL icseareb capabilities, hcipa support SREL 
operations, and often has applicatioe to ongoing SREL rcxcarclx However, EM funding 
provides tbe base support foe SREL The Iota of EM funding would require SREL to 
close. Without SREL, these rescaieh projects could not continue. 

• Approximately lOD employees would be terminated. This would include senior rescatcb 
faculty, rescarcbets, techaiciaiit, and maintenance and adminiitretivc personnel. 


DPR 
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The Role for SREL 


SR recelvw Uneible bcneflte frnm SBKI. 

1 . Peer reviewed, independenl research (about SO publicalions/ycar) 

• Accounts for 40% of the total and 75% of the peer-reviewed references found 
in SRS's Environmental Infomuition Document (EID). The EID is used to 
prepare EM and NNSA planning and permitting documents. 

• Helps produce and maintain long-term environmental data bases as well as the 
on-site expertise to interpret this data. 

• Allows SREL to woih with she organizations to help solve environmental 
problems (e.g,. Mixed Waste Management Facility phytoremediation, wetland 
restoration). 

2. Other services 

• Manages the National Environmental Research Park (NERP) for SR including 
management of the DOE Research Set-Asides. 

• Provides use of the University of Georgia (UGA) Conference Center. 

• Conducts ecological outreach and educational programs for SRS-area 
stakeholders, communities, schools, and the general public. 

SR recetvea “intangible" fb ul rean benefits from SREL 

1 . SR credibility on environmental issues is enhanced because of its willingness to 
allow an independent assessment of the ecological impacts of SRS operations. 
Evidence of this credibility is reflected in the wide^rcad community support for 
ongoing SRS operations and new missions. 

2. SREL researchers are well respected and have earned national and international 
recognition as experts in ecological science. SR support of this expertise reflects 
favorably on DOE and its commitment to explore science-based solutions to 
operational issues, including environmental cleanup. 

3. Over the years (perhaps because SRS had no DOE national laboratory). SREL 
research, education and outreach efforts have been instrumental in conveying a 
balanced, accurate picture of SRS cnNironmcntal conditions and the ecological 
effects of site operations. 

SREL is cost-tITcctivr 

1. Salaries, wages, and benefits are based on university rates. This includes all 
senior research faculty, research assistants, administrative support, and facility 
maintenance personnel (68 FTEs for FY 2(X)7). This pto\ides a substantial 
savings over M&O rates. 

2. UGA helps to financially support SREL operations. 

• In FY 2006, UGA contributed nearly one million dollars (e.g., salaries and 
benefits for six senior research positions), 

• UGA independently funded and continues to maintain a one-million dollar 
conference center at SRS that is also made available for DOE use. 
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• UGA has helped buy leus-of-lhousands of dollars worth of specialized 
research equipment for the SREL. 

3. The 1 1 .5% UGA indirect cost rale is extremely low. This allows more 
cooperative agreement dollars to be used to fund research at SREL. 

4. The SREL agreemeffl also allows other site orgonizalions to contribute to the 
SREL missiorL For example, in FY 2006, NNSA contributed about S500.000 to 
support SREL operations and fund project-qjocUic support. 

5. SREL also receives about two miilion dollors/ycar in outside funding for 
ecological research. Similar to SRNL, the overhead charged to these outside 
organizations helps maintain facilities and technical expertise, thereby reducing 
SREL operational costs. 

SREL and SR.NL 

1 . There is currently little overlap in the research being conducted at SREL and 
SRNL. However, SRNL is currently preparing a new strategic plan. 

2. Elimination of SREL will not improve the amount, quality, or acceptaiKc of 
research conducted by SRNL. 

3. SREL has in the past - and is today - working cooperatively with SRNL on 
research projects and proposals of mutual interesL 

4. There are sometimes inherent advantages to having two separate research 
orga n i z ations at SRS. For example, because SRNL is a federally-lunded research 
center (FFRC), SRNL can not compete for certain funding, including programs 
supported by the National Science Foundation (NSF). On the other band, SREL 
is eligible to compete for NSF funding and has successfully done so. 

5. It has been staled that the existence of SRNL (with an environmental component) 
and a separate SREL may be confusing/ttoubling to EM stakeholders and the 
general public. However, it is equally likely that the elimination of SREL would 
be confusing/troubling to SRS stakeholders and the public in the area of SRS. 

Ontions 

1. Treat SREL as a “landlord’' responsibility based on the tangible and intangible 
benefits it provides to SR. This would allow SRNL to focus on EM complex* 
wide issues. SR and EM could continue to encourage SREL and SRNL to 
cooperate on research where appropriate. The new DOEAJGA cooperative 
agreement would enable this option. If desired, upon completion of the SRNL 
strate^c plan a SR. EM, SREL. and SRNL task team could be created to 
coordinate activities. 

2. Somehow, fold SREL into the new SRNL organization without compromising the 
independent review mandate that is the primary mission for SREL. It is not clear 
bow thb would be instituted and it would require buy-in from UGA. 

3. Allow the SREL cooperative agreement to expire (probably without buy-in from 
UGA) and let SRNL select what portions, if any. of the existing SREL work 
scope to incorporate into the developing SRNL program. 
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LftviUn. WilUam 

Pmm 

Lo’i^an. WfMam 

Sam 

TuoaOay. Octobor OS. 2006 S27 PW 

To; 

Fttt. Uar< AMooft. Jfffroy <Sft5) 

Cc: 

S^ai. Jft, Rit^oil. Jamoo. ttnOurw C^artoa &. Tnay, r«t Oibartoon MariL Ptoanman, 
JuaMn 

SuOjact: 

Norwood foaoaben OA &REL 


Th> iwttM U th» (fc»OM M > o n » tnat w mouw mOuO» |tM wtt\ 91$ cooQtrmn^ •gr— mgni tf 5 ft vntfiM «k>bonai 
Mtmcm. ONfy c«ft fund rrtifn pfOQfgt t Joifi crt • tmk ^ ta«* Cusa 

Chm may tm to mx 

• &« 


1 
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OT/n/l«#T 07:44 rAl 


Q|o»r/Mt 


StCCtov 

Orwn: SM.Cto)r 

•mi; W«dnM<lm.OolglMr 11.2000 10;>7 pm 

To: Burgaoon. m 

Mo IHUO 


1 CM't toll...aO« Mid tbo Oocy la rooUy Md...t will ovalMCo ■oooM....Ci. 

••••. OrlvlBol NM«*o« ••••• 

Proot OuryoMO. trio 
TOi Ooll. Clay 

•MCI Mod oet 11 aiilOtCO 3004 
•ub)oeti fWi Xsouo 

to COlo a bl 9 dMlT Or lo chia tha Murrleaao aclrlag tbo petT 


Orlgiaal Hooaaoo — ••• 

Pn»i fifal. Jill 
tOi >oi 9 aooo. trie 
eoi •oil. clay 

•aact toad Oct 11 IfiiOtll 3000 
•ubjacci Xaaua 

«a OaM a taoua ac MTaanali Olvor at cba favanaab Rlvar Seology Lab. Xt la a leog acery. t 
eaa tall you about it by pboaa (X juat Clllad CUy la m tba datallol. 

^tM llM • Tba Oaeratary wanta to aaat «ltb Ja(t Altlaou. Maaoar of ••• la bia oCCloa. 
TIm Sacratary la Mot bappy. 

X will aoa tba iae rotary la a taw alaw t aa aod aab it ba waato to aaat with Jatt ca Prlday. 
I bava apokaa with Jla Alapell aad tlllad bla la oa tba aitoatlM. 


I 
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•T/U/»007 tTMi FU 




From: SiQtf. M 

$mt T>Mtd*y.OclabVl2.2OOSt!O0PM 

To; Sol. Clair 

tu b l o ct : Rr On SRB. FundFig 


Aloo • tAo toerouury ooid to mm tliia ooraiag eSoc ho ooato to soot vltli SiopoU to 
uoSorotond otiat oootrolo oro io ploeo • Ikw Old Jo(( Alllooo Aovo tho authority to oako 
thlo co—itooiitT vhat ooottrola aro thoro la ploco- 

•••••. Orlfloal Mooaopo*'**** 
to I cuty oUiL 

•aott Oet 19, 20M 19($S M 
Ouhjocti Ooi Xoqulry Oo tUL PODdloo 

Tha •oerotary did not oond a lottor wltA tbo coHataaot. OmtIIo and I workod out tbo 
potootlal doal and not with tho loc ro t ary to got hia approval. No gayo Nio approval and 
tOao uo Mot to too Nlll and got tAo Kill oo board. Cbarlio apoha oleb tbo Unlvarolty aod 
got Ita buy 1 a. aa did tbo dalagatloo. 

S havo tbo Moating Nano that I oroto tor tbo tocrotary «MleA layo tAla tbo doal out and 
tbo lottor froA Cbarlio to Jmtt Allloon giving Jatt inatroctlona. 

t oil havo aeaaona la oy oCflco aolk you a copy of aacA. 


• ••...Original Mooaaga • • - * 

Prooi OAV dCLL 

TOt Jill Slgal 

Faeti Oot 19. 2d0f 19i99 »W 

fubloet: ag> ingolry On tftB. fuudlng 

can you oond na a copy of tba lottor uboro tho Soorotary undo bla eouultuautT 

.....Original MaoBaQo 

rroui di^l, Jill 

•auti Tburoday. Oetobar U. 9b0< 19i49 AH 
TOi Noll. Clay 

•ubjoctt Foi laquiry On tUt Poising 

Naa tbo aaeoud lottor balov treu Jolt Allloou to tbo Onlvoralty of Oaorgia eoaultiag 4 
ullllon dollaro la 07 for fltSL • datad March 91. 9004. 


• •... Orlglaal Maaaago 

Prou} Slgal. Jill 

TOi Slgal. Jill 

Sauti Mod Oct 11 iSiSltlS lOOd 

•ubloett Fvi togulry Oo SSNL rtti^log 


••••• Original Naoaaga ••••• 

Proui Sartlott. Olrk 

Toi iigal. Jill 

Suott Mod Oct 11 ITiSSita 900« 

Subjooti Fos togolry On SMI. Funding 


Rare la tbo lottor. 
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•7/2t/<O0T tTt4T FAX 




ML dan 

F ro m: Sign, A 

Swit: TTKndiy. OelDbv 12. 200S 12:3* AM 

To: SMUCMf 

Sublet: SR8.Updoli 


Cloy • t opbko wleb Oiorlto AiMorooo ogota xool^kt. Chorllo •peko oltli Joff JUllooa. Joft 
oold ckoe bo did oae kao* ehoc 01 woo ooo going co faad tUL la 07 ot $4 aillioo. Ckoolio 
told 00 cbot if Joff hod oay giaootloa oteot 07 ho oheuld howo ookod for o elorlf Icotloo. 
Also, with Cho fuadlag obortfoll ot ltd (wo hod to got o 00 allliao dollar roprogroMiogi 
Joff oboold hovo k now that the oito did not bavo aa oxtra 4 olllloo dollar*. Tb* ■e a oy 
would how* CO coo* froo elaaaop dollar*. 

X told cho O oc r otary ahoot Joff*o covoato. Tb* iocrotacy dooo aoc buy It. 

Tbor* will bo 0000 prooo artleloo toaorrow. 

I will try to roach hop. ho r wood toaorrow. 

1 will ooad yea tha lottor that Joff ***t to tbo Chlworolty of doorgla la a ooparato oaail 
aa wall ao tho oomII that want to th* SC and Oh dalagatlcaa froa a local SRS eiiwaity 
group ragarding SUB. fuadlag. 

Jill 
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L«v«t»n. WIIHtn 


^rotn 

S«m 

To 

Cc 

&u6j«cr 


Loyttarv 

fnOMf. OctoMT 19. 3006 1 06 PM 
Garmon. DM 

Scnwortz. Oduq. Rapol. Jomoi 
UMbngonSI^L 


Dove J«n • hoodne ooc* firom AmoAo «Mre ore wortioo |Ou to ima* the mooing «vt»i 0«y SoU 'oovM Sov«nof> 
Rrwor EAtegy LoOoroionr • new soMiOjlodfoi MonOoy 10- 10-30 — 

Jfti. Chort«. ore Aioor o6 otiond and tw Socroiiry may droo n 



)tV6iamU LrntAi 
£aOO,/trv« Offeor 

Qlfco A EnvoqTmontai MonagomorO 



1 
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Prom: L«««ar\. WAim 

Sont PnOiy Odotwr IS. 2006 306 PM 

To: Pml. Mvh. Tnoy (not GtM'toon. Uor» 

Cc: Anoonon Owhmm C 

SuiivMt P£ Quos&pn * FOR Y(XIR ftfVlCW 


Mork 0 Mslkod to 4ha 0*6 ji«*t eooo troo Iterh P'a otfact otior n«rk P b*6 aont Lb« t«lo* 
■aaaagai P* aeutd au^^oat otaiplifyiJis tkt* 0*c«uaa JiXi toy 9 ot contuoad «itA our PM 
J«r 9 oci AO «• bov« raoermd acao pbr*a*a aod oaotaocao fro* PUxk P*a odtta ll•«ow 

••-••OtiOioal OBtaav****** 

Proo. Prat. fUrk 

sotiii Prlday. 0ctc»O*r 13. a6C« 3 10 m 

Toi Triay. Xn*at atlAcrtooa. Harki tovttoo. MtJltM 

Cc: AfMtoraoo. CMrlaa 1 

AuDjact Rl> Owaattcai • P0« VOOR UV3IM 


A fow odtta to clarify to* *a*«*r. 

Noaaopa**’** 

ProM' Triay, laoa 

Scat Pridoy. 0ctok>cr 13. 30e« 3.43 PM 
Tot ailbcrtooe, Morkj Prai, Nark. Levitan. Willtao 
Cci AodaraoD, Qiarlca 1/ Triay. Inca 
Sub3*ctt PWi Queatioa P0« YOCA AIVICH 
Xa^rtaoe* Blsn 


Plcaa* review ASAP. Tbaak*. Xoaa 

Qi Doca Jaff Alliooo Aavc tLa authority to eotit 4 oiiliao dollara to AACL without 
approval froo loao, Chorlla or JlaT 

At y*a M/RQ dentod SM'a roquoat (or noo^lahor dellara and taforood SIA that tuodiOA 
(or SAIL oeeried to be allocated (roo pxo9ra«atic fhS dollar* wltlua the AM tajA*t 
(uitilinv tor ryo** ProfroMatic dollar* are dlreetly tied to aceoapllahxod the uatioo of 
the EM cleanup. While no Field Naaaser has authority to ooaaKit (tiadihd (or ooo' labor 
reeouxeea without tha approval o( every (leld oeiuipar ha* the authority to caaaut 

progroMMitic (undioA within thair aito'o tarpet (undiOf (or eleoaup woxhacope J*t( 
Alliaoo exerclaed that authority by coeoattlag (an o( elaanup workaeope (uadlod (1 * . 
prograaaMtlc funda) to SUL in FY07. thereby (uKlllifkf tha roqueat (reei tM 3 to entar 
into a cooperative asreeaeot with fUL beqinaiBq in July 30O« for future SUL activltiea. 

.. — OriAiiial Naaaaqe**'''' 

PTooi Sl9al. Jill 

Sent Medneaday. October 31, 3004 10 00 M 
To. Triay. Xaea 
Subject' OMeotlon 
t*q«rtaac* Mlgb 


ln«* • Doea Jeil Alliaoe have the authority to eoanit * eSllieo dollar* to ffhC. without 
approval (roo you. Charlie or Jlof 
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Wnulto>kL Kamn 


Frpm Ri««or. 

S»m: UOAM; oacetr ^t. 20Qi 7 FM 

To: Oomwv 9 m 

Ce: 5«0L Jft. fii^9«oen. Enc. AMmo«« Cftanaa E 

&uti)«ct FW STtEi. 


Cmf cattc 0 M ■fio' e prr ano vwn cam* oo«r. to mi oAea ho rtttyaO It« tolcMmg to arifl rnralari ma vm hM 

rufi e>y>i Ao |Ou eari m D) ra >8i»M«>Q amai I »ia«* corrvoioe tn« 10 mt Me iwaioai w)7 aontMli^ out ir« a 

tn« Oaa( atTilSifOd tom* a « aoto ano • var> paraM tc tw way •% coarata we SftNL a^ wte ocie antoaa wr>a>» 
EM Ooai net muutm tha baac ooct oparaiona ot ra anory 


Tnanka 


JOmaa 4 RMpOff. F.£ 

4»sratafir SocraCary e< Energy 
Office cf EnvirwunmnW Mana^amaatf 
tiVka/iMgrofx DC 


Fn>m: RspoC, Jamoi 

Sane ycfOay. Oetabe 16. 2006 7 :X FM 

To: AJIaon. Jeffr«v ($ft$>r Andarwn, OwiM & Tnay, Ines; JMmwv 

SukJoet* SUL 



Hart s tna path rorward 


For FV 07 part to V« tba SI mAor oom 


“Compata* the raat of otit FY 2007 raafla to SR£l. to naura tbat wt «mI oat wnat wa warn at a ter §rc rataanatoa orica 

Tha naadf can ncMOa wtiad wai pmanaaO toMr 

Ms oasa m FYOB and bayertd 


* Codparaoyt Ajraeman! tnai conaamc M iet a ftiaocnanto auen aa wa wito SRNL ThtfaaacnaM 

nviai atano on at am main, and tnara «« bt no Yaaa* to auftactet any worn dona, wnethar fv EM to l» oChtoi 

AnoatMoaOKItocetarito 

piaea wort, tut no maetf ina cuatomar aaen daPvarabto naa to eo«to ito own tra<^ • 


Jamas 4. R^potf, PJL 
Asaistanf Sae/airtoy ot Enorgy 
Offict at Envwonmaotto ktonagomem 
WS$tttogtor\. DC 
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P«i»oru D»w 


f'nifti: 

Sent: 

To: 

Ce: 

Subject 

Attecbmtnte 


tMSA 

«0ICM-dKC»« 

roii(MiiA9 * convarMt&eo wito Jee& SoiioMi SRCL hu pxapetoo • bxleX Moamsxf 
of •nvironMfital tealu end Mraleae ibat SMI. eeuld proatOc to tho NOX pfoyxea (to* 
•ctoehointf . N« appxociato yoox intoroat tn SUl and aco noac olllind to dlaeuaa thaaa 
poaalOllitlaa «ith yoo or a xopxaaatitat l¥a at yovr coeaaniaoc*. 2 look torvard to hoariof 
froo yog. 

Caxt Strojan 

^aoeiata Olractor 

Savaiu%ah Maar SmIoqv Laboratory 

io3*73s-e2n 

atro)anfaral.adu 


Cart Sireian ^SiroidnOaral odu] 

Tuaadoy OODbar 1 7, 2006 10 35 AM 
day rairoayO'WM an pev 

jabononoO'^ftManoov Pauia^latfi adtamclark0vtgov 
SRELpnpoaai 

NNSA PROmAL doc 


I 
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October 16. 2006 


I'rvpoMd LavinjameBUl T»»k» for the MJ&imI Oii4e <MOX^ Foci Fabriaitioo FicilH} on Ibe SRS 

Saiamuh RKcr Tcokto Lalioniloo 
Hic t>nh«nH> of 


Kackcnmad 

Tbc Savannah River Ecology L«horalor> (SREL) » fwMled througb a oooperairve agraemcnl between the 
Oefianmefii of Energy and The Untvenit) of Georgia Rc«eafcb Foundatkm. Inc. The agreccneni calls for 
SR£L lo provide an mdependeM evmiuiticn of the ecologica] effects of Savannah River She (SRS) 
opcnMiofis through a program of ecotogical research, education and outreach The SREL program 
imoivcs basic and applied cnvironmcMai research with emphasis upon expanding the undervtandtng of 
ecological proccMct arat principles, and upon evaluating the impacu of indunna) and land use actrvities 
on the envvonoieirt. The mtenl of the agreement is to provide DOE and the public with an independent 
view of the enviroomesUal management of the SRS. 

SREL accomplishes iu misstoo through a hroathbaxed program of field and laboratory research 
conducted on the SRS and puhUthed in the peer-reviewed sciontiiic literature, by providing education and 
research training for undergraduate and graduate students from coUcfcs and ufiiversiucs throughout the 
llDhed Stams and abroad, and by engaging in community outreach activities and service to professional 
organizatioftt. SREL has had a presence on the SRS since 1951. 

ProfMisal 

SREL propos es to provide a variety of services related to eovirocusientai topics atsocialed with the 
construction and operaboa of the MOX facility on the SRS Doing so will provide independent basdme 
information for She mantgerv regulators and the general public to identify early on any potential issues 
and cocTtctfvt actions, as well as document the absence of any enviro nm ental impacts if that is the 
situation. 

Proposed Scope of Work 

ith an inicnltscipliaary stafT of about 100 individuals, field cxpenite, excellent Wxealory focilhies, and 
outreach captbtlhies. SREL is poised lo provide a range of environmental services for the MOX program. 
Following is a luting of task acttviiics that SREL could provide 

• Periodic field surveys to document environmcnial changes over time at the MOX facility and 
comparuoo of any changes lo conditions in the surrounding region. 

• Installation of wireless, remote monilortng stotiom for monitoring surface and'or ground water 

• Dcvelopmetit of Geographic biformalion System (CIS) data layers for the MOX (aciltty and 
surrounding area and incorporation into existing SRS CIS layers. 

• Preporaikai of information documenu and/or websites about the MOX facility for cducaikmoJ 
and public outreach purposes. 

• Peer review of environmentiJ documents by subject matter experu at SREL. 

• Other tasks requiring cnv-ironnsencal expertbe on on asmeeded basis 


Rttden 

The proposed tasks would require an annual budget of approximaicly $I million for salvies «id operating 
expenses. An annual report would be submitted at the end of each calendar year suirnnarizing activities 
done for the program. 
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PBfe 1 of 3 


Loviton. Wtlliom 


Vyoonofteor.OcUMr1l.30M1117AM 

To: WOiom 

Sutijoct FW SREL 

F|i Sorry l<W not mOkMlo 
A. Aitpo^. P.£ 

A^MWn Soc/otjry 0/ Entrpy 
Office ot CiTvlronmorno/ MoaoooumtK 
tV«»/)ir^or». OC 


— OwyMtMeifigg — 

From; H a poH. iamos 

Sent: VVcMdoy. CMM II. 3001 11:08 AM 
To: S^at. M. BartMX. Dvt 
Cc Andenon. OMrts E; Cwtvw, Slrvon 
Subjoct: FW; FW: SR£L 

HaAo M * Hot* ift • tmo»y ocoount of JofT Altoon a contact «rtlh Do Urwvortiry of CA. 
Jfn 


JanMs A. Anpotf, A.C 
Assistant Socrtosry of Cnorgy 
OfAco of Cnwronmantof Ma n aga w tnf 


WMMog ton.OC 


— Ortgmil Mosmqo — 

From: ABoort. lefTrey (SRS) 

Soot: Wodncaday, Odober 18. 2001 10:13 AM 
To: Ropol. lama 

Ce Aaderiort. Oiorloo E; Tnor. fOspoA, 
Spader. Wflton (SBS) 

Subject: fto. PM: »SL 


lame; nebman. Itobn; Gftcrtaon, Matt; Lodtan, Warn; 


I fiat oof off vtf pnona mb) Cad Strqar), SREL. mPo » Or PaiJ Bartacn** No 2 man at the Nb I axpianod to rnm 
the path lonaard Ma Aral repo na a was that be «• shut down fta lab, tai attar diaeuatiriQ hoot tha prognma 
can And aoma of tha current taato ftty podiorTnod. ha aeamad mom eorrtortieto and n dc toa fl ha laoiM taorfc 
mb) ua Ha iM axpraw corcam fm tm «ea oorrmg at a lato data. (M I roaaraiad that tfto «m the aprtomam 
vrortad laal year and tha Unnmratty was owara of what had been agreed id Ha had ouaatona about tw amno oi 
a rtaw cooparabva aoraamant. whdFt my conbae organizaoen « wortdno now Or Bartach wd ba bach n 
tha ofAea tomorrow (M a travobrrg tr em Norweyt arto I wd pronda you wdh taadbac» onoa I haar trcm twn 



tpriraaitonNii 
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9m§fB 4 «M 

Glttwrtvon, Mvtc 

^r«fn: MtftowiaK. JusUn* 

tmt Tu wdt y. No>«rTtiir >1. 200$ tfr.g AM 

Tv Lvvittn. W tw n. Npirfoofc, Danrw. Cftamon. M«f% , 

SubjKt: rw 72 Hour Noi ftctu r > or SREL Ag r — w < ori 

7YI->tuoilo fcMp )(«u ai r«ormo0 


tmtm Aklnwiik 
EM-X 


kJi 203-M4-4314 


^rom: norvnon, JusOn 

S«nt: Tuoidoy. NMnOor 21, 2006 l(h22 AH 

fo: liiv.peCoHcnOcrf.OOv' 


Ui )«Twi-r«iat«vs. 9 CN; rabKa^raftOwigcnr: taton. «n» (SWX Oukb, Stmn: MOkmM. XaBne; SpWv. wmwn 
SM) • 

lubKcb M: n Hour Nooncaaon an SAa. Agreeraa* ^ ■ 


gif in COM I ■« conning 

00 noxi a^ok tti i<Kiot» fai artd ko«p • oi t>o EM hoi.ao «• aro aura I • id go Th«^ 


luMn R Roahmart 

^ttoo of &hAroranantal ManagomoH 

JS Oopartmant of Enargy 

<^^2960 

>:202 506.9)00 

:2tt701J490 


— *Ortomaf Meuago"^ 

From: >*e.p« ro nC OT .go» [mMkD:)ule.pevMn»«vow] 

Sent: JnaOtf, NnitniUr 21, 20W tilO AM 
To: neftmon, JuMn; Cmvoi. SUvcn 

Cc )irT«s.t,^iS>*w,. 9 eiy; r«l)aa*.cnift*v,. 9 CM; taton. Anw (S»S) 
(ubioct: Pt: 72 Hou, NcOAcMon on Soa A^rtme n 
ImportarKia: Mgh 


Jutirt. I kj^darMnd that StVi>a CkMvaa a oiA 9 m waak. Wa v««aie m tawv 9 mimm aooaoi^ 

out 9 m door /kSAP ' 


araa naadaO to gat tMi 


AAto H Patoraan 

DOC*$R OfAca ol Extomat AlSan 
(809) 9a2-7890 
(809) M2-M23 fAX 
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from: JuUn 

Som: Tuudav. Norwrew 2). xoe lOrtS AM 

to; OtM^tKm. Mark 

Cc : Akt^mak. JuMn* 

Subitel. SR£L 


W« M gong to n*dd bw tMM SAEL pa9M br 2)pm looay. .M » «oinQ to MHl to a{^)«Outo • CMca meaong, I w« W jiou 

Knom titwrt a m aot bp. 

JbisUn R Rotfvnan 

Ornca of EnwonmantP Manapamanl 

U.S OapwtJnom of Energy 

P2CSSS6296e 

F^SM.OIOO 

C:202 701 S4S0 
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GiDMrt»on, M«li 

from; AicTiowtak. Atvtn* 

9«nc: TuMdvy. Ncwtfwr n. nne SiSO PM 

To; t QP^ 

Ce: G a> «» t> on. mni. tinufO Q m ^OQ OT por. jm.o'ConnofOort.goir. JuMW. RyOft. Dwo. *#TnMtof> 9 . Grog 

Jl C«nvo«l. Oonno. riMhmfliv Juain 
Sv^t R£ 9tMhM 


C^rotno 


and 10 0to 4a fiou* 


3gatf»i8ISrS£ 

noanBonn tpnipEa^oia pobot 


adoU 44flpA. I om (Oing trw tfiangaa to paget 4 and 
to M973S>#S7)— tr nay noad to go to a dilarant tei 


'■wfndar laaooa tal ma know l oli aiao ^a»a Ctwa SudW ptf o«ani to a»a>>t)na m tx worrang 


aoocaOr. tor trdrataMctjfa only SiM ahould Mwor up r»afa and aoiMianM OSOK MaMM da movad to odwr lo Vial lha MM ior 
Olhar 0 no# WM Thata art aoo oa»d>no cNtogaa taoonynanoao on tha taota mc tha tednota Onpogaft tha 
ooroa^ enar^aa tram pago 4 naad to da mada ai approonaia on tha laOli on paga & 


I don't itftOMr R tnaaa cPangaa go roe anjr odtar port tha doeumani 

Ptaaaa ctf ma d Pdra naada to ba any oaojaaavi on tha carranam on rw MTding OofriOMy on»|r tlW ifiouid tw In tha 
Sovammanl Shara for fiudgat Paned 1- 

3n vta 4d hoi^ noUca. undar aaocn ft ora; tha Aral aamirca ihotid ramar and n aacOen 10 ta data mould ba 1 tOOiDO 


iMowAtckimti* 

94-30 

Birm aliaiwait^n iha go* 
!03-5«6-l42a 
In 3Q2-5I4-OI4 


ironc coorbaiOafvgov [ m a9p;c> c e rta f i O y igoi3 
Sent: Tuesday. Nowrtoar 2t. 3006 I J7 PM 
re: Alehownak. )ua8nt 

:c: GKiartMn. Mark; afttK#b.goutt9sn.gm: |ifi.o'connofO « i«gcy; namman. xna; Ryan, Oarmii: Rnr a tfong, Cratg ): 
>npedl, Donna 
mbiacb Par SRa stMw 


aptaca Via 4d.Hotf Nocdcadon arm ra attamad in Stoot 0. Bnat Oaiicnpocin. I tied orndlad tha $1M EM Vndng. 

rNanka. 
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rvfltM 


Tp vwtim 

oc ji«nO’C«MQ«^DO&Sf«^$«VVV*0*WNuh«ifDO&&rt. 

A^«wrbG<waTOCi5r«^Sn. Dofvw F)ywVDO£i&ft^Sft 
tier 

S ytp xl rgA/i i ly M flIPotaniilSGP yuodpn Iff WELT —» 


BS. 

Par otf diKuuipn aarlMr today. I support the S396K plui tha S27tlK at detertped below That bPrigs Ow 
lotaf AMCP corivibuspn to %UCK (wNch irtaasses AMCP coraribuUon to 20%, alOiough ih« AMCP budpei 
it 9% or the tcrtsi for the ffitet praysets) 

Thjmha. 


Yvatia T. Cotaze 

Atssurri Marxaper tor Cloture Protect 

US Dept ol Energy. Savanneb Rr»at OparaWwa Odica 

P O. Box A. Alkan. SC 29802 

(W) S03-H2-969S (C) 8(0 «)7-55i$ 

(P) B08>725>7243 #20266 (F) BO^OU-TTIO 
amai yvetie coUa^o^trt gov 


— FomerOeC by Vvane Colszo^OOEOrs on 1t<29i2006 03.18 PW ^ 



Wade Wr»taker/DOE/8fs 
11i39i7006 03.06 PM 


To Y#eOeCala>o/OOEySr«^Sfs 
oc 

Subted Anetyde d Poeenud SOP Fundng lor SP£l Tadia 


Yvalte. as you lodutsted. die tonenMog is die sub^ anaiyw: 

SGP is proMding lo Sfi£L tor FY07 a Ictol ol S396.000 to* Ibe toflowvtg sti Sft£L subtasks tbat dlrtOly 
support SoHs and CroutuPealtr Protects (SGP): 

1. GiS'based WttdBto Ulecaihee Survey tor Risk Assessments (63S.(X)0) 

2. Hstoric Research Sites (635.000) 

8. Horpetotouna tot 0*Area (666.000) 

4 Aquboc Biota tor Fourmle &eok (679,000) 

5. Fish Stud«s • Tims Branch ($83,000) 

6. Combined Mned Waste Manegement T adOty (699.000) 

TheSREL FY07 Scope of Work (provided by Dennis Ryan, 1ir2M)6) is comprtoadot 35 subtasks (not 
InchMfeng the subtasks listed above). John Krxn and Brian Hannassay plan to oompieto an assessment d 
the 35 suMasks by December 4. 2006 (6 not sooner) lo determine deed applcawa^ to SGP. 

As we have discussed, a strong case can be made that each el die 35 tubtasks are dbeedy apphcable lo 
SGP» Waste Dispostoon Pro)ecl (WDP). and Nucleei Matohals SlabiUxaiUon Piq)ect (NM$P). dirough DOE 
O 450 1. *Environmam ProtocMm Program*. DOE 6450 MO. *Seruor Mansgefs* Wnptomentalion Guide 
(or Use wrth DOE O 450. V, arto the SRS Envbonmental Management System (EMS) Policy. Specihcelly. 
the DOE 0 states the obteebve. *Te implemeni sound stewardship practices that are prcdecdve ol the air. 
water, land, arte other natural arto cuftuial resouttas onpactod by DOE operabons and by which DOE cost 
effectively rneeis or exceeds compSence xwdi spplicabto environmental ». reguiaiions and Etwirorinienui 
Mtnogemem Systoms (EMS) at DOE sites* and DOE G 450 . 6 - 10 . suits. 7 ht expeoed benetos ot 
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linplemeflUng £MS •> pirt d W) ISMS aie ~ imptovtng awMiiMy with lepulators MnC tha local 
convminffy*, and SRS EMS Policy staias. V anutiac partofmaip wofk al SRS shaft Piomoia lt>a long tarm 
atewaidship of fiaiufal and cultural resources through its oparaiionai. dosura.a and poaKtosuia Ma 
cycle * to summary. $REL provides an avdapandent avaKiaiion of tfie ecological eflccia of SRS 
opcraiiona on the cnvironmeftt iKiii is lespacied tiy tha ragulaiors ai>d local community. 

Assuming tfurt all 35 tasks ara apphcabta to SGP, WOP. and NMSP. Hie question ansas as to how lo 
appodion tha 53M m funding naadad to support tha suOiasks As you thscussad w«t> me. the approach 
acceptable to you is to apportion the funding based on the tiudgau for each 13 I tha three prp^acts Using 
that appioach tasufts m the following apportionmant (funding fguias taken from SROO. Pi'2006*20t2 
Funding ProlUa. FY2007 Reaign, 10/2&r06): 

NMSP (SR-t1B, SR-tlC. SR-17) lotats ■ 5336 .?96M 33% of 13M > Sft90K 

WOP (SR>13. SR-14C) totals e 565t7O0M 55% of 53U • S1.74gK 

SGP <SR-30) total > 5103.150 9% of 53M • 5270K 

The SGP pioponion of 5270K would be tn addition 10 the 539(K SGP is already providing to SREL 
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From FlMhfn«rv Juctin 

Smm. w»»»<ai>, HOffnCi* ». 3008 C 4ft >M 

To. AAOirMrv &«rt«i t 

Ce. 0 «»^t»cr.Mvk.L#«Mn.WMant.A)tfioiM«».A«l/«. HQMtoe* D«nn« Cm.*(Mn. 

Cm»<W. S» i T AlMH j«ffr«) (SFtS) 

&ub}«ct SHEL 


Chart*- 

Har« » ct# SJ’&L jpdate in a rwHTiai D • noi corrrtortaMa doaig Pus tomcirw 

Aflar irta m»a^g iMi n^m anlh EM and Ct. EM-20 Mr* r« agraaO upon enangaa to trtt agraamani mC *»v no««* » r« 
«aa ID maaa P<* tftar^ta ar«0 1 mm fvnaad tMwiQ poads (and a paragraph io Da* and «• agraad 10 go om iham n 
daiaf loday 


Today ai» dnojaaatg wdn 0*« ha waa oamioriabia aiir t«a mauaga lo ciim«y ow tna pnona and waa goaig id nava 
aoma cd vta addbono poraa at Pia bocfc pocMt at r«D lor tamaatt Snorty afiar our oonuaraalar. ha do c ui a a d tha mMar 
«tdh id «atar* addoonar concama vrar* naaod Thoaa Damp, a) how marry taaka na»a oaan propoaad and i^iai ia tta 
maaa^ it DOC (EM apaoftc nundw of taaka) and NotvOOE and whai la »« doAar amoi^ lor awaa groupa- w^y » 

DOC rmaaayw^taamoSftgUooompiaia. and c) Whan and how MtmaoaaacnbarndPHO appro** or rwtappfovi 

ttia irrtfwdMi ImM 


EM-20 and l dwcuaaad r«aa ouaaanra ««v SRS arrd ootanad anawara 
A) Pdo on taaii*~ 

a ft taau tstMarg iSM ara EM 

0 f«NSA taaU IBM SflOOK (ndudarg th* tSfiOK araadyagraad lo| 
a FwaaiSarvca, OoO. andEPAtaaAatoMiSOOK 

8) MaKi^fy CF taau ara ongoing uaAa nai OOE davaiopad oar U6A and tw Cooparatn* AgrwarTMrt aata a 
(ramaMom lor S8£i to p rcmda ndtpandant tvaluabon M SR$ aco^wa 
C) EM taau wP Pa approvad Mlar tlorougr^ ortijaBon py SftS and EM-HQ 

Ai na aama Uht na aaa aant *> r» 'awoae 48rv nooca and pagaa or ro ceoparatna ograamam par tha changaa trom 
taatckghl 

^ O Pran quaaoonad t NHSA agraad to tjnd up to S£(XK and ataiad that NNSA HO ha* lotd toam mat tnay ara rxa *a( on 
tha DSOK In addPon. toay wanaad to anew why t<a NorwOOC tasaa wara avan dwcuiaad li Tm agaarrram d iha 
agraarwant a b atwaan UGA and OOE Atoo. they do not botava toil a budgat nanCMra naada to ba pul in Iha agraamara 
for Pia fri: facar yaar (SOM) and fad tot WM ftgura lor taaM Mrouid ba taian out ao tud tha hi can not man ptor lalar t 
SACl doaa ntf raoarva that antra arrmiait dimg Via jaar 

i oftarad tha «daa of not dacuaarg Vw MNSA lunda. aa Vity an not apardraPy datatad to tha agraamanc al tha praaaru 
hma ao tiai NNSA coiid worn Viai out and jual daott* t>a EM tiM-»-par na Saaatay* agraamam Thai dd noi go orar 
awl aa I waa toar mggaarad Vud Vie agra^ent naadt to hawa a two taoit (orr paga 4) that oaaatiai 'Maady appronad 
taaMa.' and rial would ba «4wa tha S3ftW woMd go 

[ Jd haa ragua i lad a ma abng al tOn tomorrow baPwoan EM, W&A. and Cl to hammar oul Via r amagarig aauaa She 
f wants NNSA to csma to agraamanairitodtog and to itoOaratanefhaiVMO not a laM and Vtoyriaad to baaOto totality 
anyoolaratpar««&RELw«hwor%(andEM) She alM wank to undwtttnd why vara a avan manDon ol Hon-00€ 
lunda to Via agreanwri and wrry Viara naada to be a buPgai ter tm ftti item yam (Ovh raiarancad toM ■ waa aiptarad lo 
ham aa a Oacit card and ow dd net go p*ar waM] 

Ptaaaa tto me anew d you have any kJOtbona 


^4ialnft Fiamwan 

Offlca of Ermronmaraai Ma n aga r rara 

US OaparvnamM Energy 

P2CQ 5662956 

f 202 566 9100 

C 202 701 6*50 
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Gilbertson, Mark 


SfO«n: 

S«fit: 

To. 

Cc 

Subjoct 

ImooHoftco: 


AteriovMok. Aiotvtt 

Thunoo^. MovofrMT 90. 3000 t1;2$ AM 

t cc ranO * * 

GOboraon. Mark, unhurt oouM^oro pov*. >no*ODnnorOvk Oor'. Ftoolvrion. Juabn. ftyvi. Oonno. 
Anmirwto Crop J; CampboS OonnM. naohnwrv Juotn. M o M ipoa. Daniua 
R£ 9 ^£l >ataii cfifigoo 


Atiacnmonto jMcnowiaM>of 


VttoehoO • the pdf tio woh mo crtango* roojostod ori pign 4 and 6 of vw a praamont and on no 4$ notacaaon 


^aacady m na maatrfip wm momno ««ri Cl. NNSA^HO. and £M, no lotovMnp otangaa aro raquaatad 

Dami Ml maniion <4 NNSA. Thoy oaina nai nay do noi al m Una nova arty ia«ka or noad arty N£dA nork lo ba oar>a by 

MEL Thay do nec anpaci to pro«^ any tundrtg to SREL n PY 2007 or no lAira 

cnanga na pari of no labfa ««% onar lasa to ba 2 pana. 

<l) 00 € PoianMf taoka baaad upon Naaa marll and avaaiMffyef kndrg 

Other NorvOOe ^adortf Aponaaa Potarttal taaka baaad upon naad. marit. and Ajntfne avataMMy 
rha tow cart ramatn at tta SAM tewai -na opei ohcutd ba datar ry nad baoad art «nai SA-CM ba a tv aa i can auppod i»td ir« 
amavtad ihoato ba tor onar NortOOE agonoeo 

>ann« oam up o>a xmk maam nai total lo atNM 13 68 M ond V n« doaoni nbgda tha nbsairvictira nan a can ba and | 1 A 
marwtia I can ba S 3 M and S 2 M 

^ aoen ai Juabn and I pat nt radaad papM nan I cart pot thorn lo Charao Andaraon and 10 Cl 
^ wta nan plan on oonp r« rwtfcabwt laiar today 


UMIM AkbMiib 

34*a0 

iiiTf ■Irhfiniii^^lna Ar pm 

!02*5*M42» 

hs 
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Maflt 


Prom: Rttinman. Juottn 

s«m Thiir»0Oy. Ncmomdot ». 2006 2 $6 PM 

To; lomoo^OMOAortgov'. BornoCLMofion.Sitvono C'»i0.>o0oecaerofl0vt9o^ 

%ilo polorMn^oft 

Cc: Carr. BoOby: Cuovat. Slovwv Lo««m. WBorn. AkPiomok. Justrw. GftortMn. UM. 

HoMftooh. Dtnnii. OD. Karan 
Bobjaet: TaAon for SA£l 


Aiuchmonta SACL Cooporifrm Aoreommii Toaung Poatla PA 40 C 


Talkmg pouiu for the SR£L annouocaTKiii today. I voU let yem kxtow ooec Q haa completed tts twcificatwot 
•od EM haft comf»lct«d the agreanent 

sfta 

iCive Agreerrie 


Juean Ft Pioabman 

Ofr«o cF Enworvnontai Martagamartf 

U S. Daoartman! of Energy 

P 202 5 a 6 . 2 M 6 

P:202Bae9100 

0202 7016450 
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SREL 


o The Dqjsnnienl of Eoaxy will *ward the Univenity of Georpa » new 5yi 

cooperative agrecmenl to contmue operation of the Savannah River Ecology Lab 
(SREL) 

o Foe the firat budget year (12/1(06-1 1/30/07), as SecrctaiyBodmancomminedio last 
year, EM will fund SIM to SREL for tniraxlniclure cosu. 

o These funds will be coupled with UGA's cost during (per the agreement) of SIM 

o At the present tiiCK research tadu have been identified and puraant to Secretary 
Bodman't commitment these will be evaluated on a task by task baas. In addition, 
as agreed to last year the UGA has been encouraged to look beyond DOE foe 
potcnual supporters of tasks. 

o This agreemem is structured to allow for Non-DOE tasks to be preformed at a DOE 
site 

o CiBTcnlly, $3M of EM tasks hav e been identified (between UGA and SRS), 
additionally the UGA will maikel itself to Non-DOE (DoD. EPA, Forest Service, 
etc) for tasks, —THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY, PLEASE DO NOT 
OFFER THIS DOLLAR FIGURE LTSLESS ONE ASKS ABOLT WHAT IT 
IS. 

o For DOE tasks, the Savannah River Site, in conjunction with DOE-HQ, will 
approve or decline the tasks based on need, merit, and availabibty of fimds, the 
itoiskio of whether or not to approve the tasks will occur after the thorough 
evaluation of each task. 

o The total value of the cooperative agreenicnl over its Syr life is TBD at this tune, as 
the oulyear budgets have not been set (sec bullet above). 
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Qllbtrtsoo. liaifc 


From RMhmtrk JuMn 

Uni: THna&y. f«Mwn6or SO. 2006 10 » PM 

To: S»oal. JH O Wo tfcoti on 

C«‘ BflMB Drfc. indy Hannum. Joyo», lomi . Sam. Gfcofyi. Mo^. iijc h oo o . JuMru. 

Anottun. ChartM E 
SubjMt A* 72hr nolo* SAEL 


Thoak you truoay **« a com effort, 

toot froo oy lloekAorry uircletA Kaadbeld 


•••.. OriylJMl ••••• 

Proo 11901 . Jill 

Toi Ploihoon, Juetia; Cl Motif Icottoa 

Cci lortlott, Olrbj irody Honfiuo. Jcycoj Laraor. Itovo.- Ollbortooo, Korb. JUcboulok. 
Juotino} Aadorooa, Chorloo I 
»«nt Tiui MOV 10 3a>OSi30 3094 
•ubjoct> lot T3)ir Dotiet MIL 


Juatla •> tboaJto for oil yo«r Oolp ea tbio. 1 loou it woo o leaf ptocooa. 


••••• Orlffiool Moooogo ----- 
Preoi- rioohatn. Juotlo 
Tot ct Sotlflcotloa 

Cet lortlott. Dlrbi Irody W o aeu a, ^oycoi Loraor. Btovo] Oilbortooa. Morki Hcboviol. 

Juatiao; Sifol, Jill 

Boat thu Ur» >e lOiBliSO 3IOB 

Bub)oetT tair aetleo MIL 

Brloflof lord eofioo up of oil deeuooato. 

««BUB. Cooporotlve igtioea n t Talking Point#. doc»> tour Motif leotioa-BML 

Pundlag.doe»» 

««lUvl#loo om keploeonoat PO ydf»» 

Juotlo R. Ploolooa 

Offtco of toviroMwatol Moaog— nt 

Q.l. Doportaeat of loergy 

Pi2«3 Sl<.a*54 

Pi3«3.5l<.flOI 

Ct3ia.T01.t4»O 
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Gllb«rt»on. Mark 


P«em AidioMft. Justvt* 

&Mt Uon«VrI>M«mb«r04.30061^PM 

Ta: Canyoal. Petem 

Ce: 0«wnMn.U»fc 

Sut4*ct R£ sna -MMl ctfMnoM 

Ifnpofta^tc*' 

ChTB, Dams. Donna 

Can you MN ua vtem t UOA agnad tm agraamara tor SRCl*^ 

Atao 9 a>tir dC. tttart tia na«i Map «V 6« la gal m Por m aa un on lha taaaa aial Viay «a propoamg lor via faoi budgai panod EM>2 
»a oKfiaf U mth gy la han a paar r^mm a< dia r aa aartfi propoaaO condudod le daia m wia i c w ^W c rnara and a% f^ad ane 
lhan Via MuaT ^ ‘ - ■ ■ * ■ ■»■ — 

TiMi taaaa waa aaaaaad oy Mn Chan« wtoraon and by ja S«at. 0*1 


hflawAkbawMk 

EM'^O 

Wi aUtiii II HWftaiiLdw fpr 

2M>Sia-aa}« 

teixa-5a64i« 


From: c^arbatOarvgev {maUp^xorbinOi'vgm] 

Sont: 'Ha^aday. Novambar 30. 20» 2:44 PM 
To: Aktoartm, JusOnt; AMaon, 3^tr«y (SRS) 

Cc anTiurti.goutd^$rs.gov; Armstrong, Craig 3; Hoa^look, Donna; kftfi. Dormo; CampbdI. Oomc JWvo^eofViorOMiaor 
Hoabman, XoOn; QKiaitson, Mark 
Subjoct: RE: SAa Hattai tf^ngea 


ParyoiP roQuaat. aaa to 


pdriha 


uoanota saaro 



Dorm*. Ovta, and llyon 

mrnmm Mr ma anow 9m atalu* <^ pmi rg iha t »rOa d pagw lor Vw ap-aoman* and ««a n-nod netfMaOon If JuaMi m 




oannatp » 
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Gilb»ft»ow, Maffc 


Ffom: 

SwA 

T©: 

Cc 

Suli^ 

ImporUAC*: 


Akt^otmK Jutmt 

THnday. Otcm^r 14. 2VX 5^ PM 
KuPMMtb. McftMi 
GftartMin. M»k 

$lttL~S»>«nnv> Rhi«r Eooieigy UCtorMcry 


Mik« 

EMiipanglotwtivtDdosmaniorpMrfvMtworPitvoftprapOMdlolMaowt^ySREL Dtf «ar oAc* do m /vm«wt 
ol thi wort? IT to Mtto M 

IdmIootUnp tor exporti to d erto g r j< wor« Viflcpr)htopEMw«hrwandam hapv« n* olAoo c»t prove* mt 


* *"!*^.?* M ^ ^ ***^ 12/11 Pul ptoooo ito Mart and m* *rom m «• cart toiow up m toon a* tr^t^ aftv 


I r\aw* rapuMtod viao iaat annuBi raporUt) and aipaoi toal aecrv 

Jufoac AkhovMk 
EM '20 

futm >V>— lal^TW iW po* 

202 - 5 «M 42 t 

to2Q2-3lfr43t4 
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From. Kupotwrg UcTtaai [MK^MiJ(4«)«ftiotgO«C>«<^ OM qH 

Ssffit: ThinO^r, DacamMr t4.20066 jfPM 

To: Aic h ooofc, Aiian* 

Ce: Cftomcrt. Uirti 

SiAfWt ^ SREL~S»mrinori F»«r Ecology L^orMory 


Vo^ «•« h«p lOi^r rowimworB ■ you cxuo toraars tf«* imnuM lapori. F «ot«0 rr« m MMk <dM otiol le kioB (« 
Cio.. mfui hM cFongoc b^co 7Q06) 

W# condudoo r«vw«t of SF^ fmco baftimon 2009 and 7004 I horn m# mcf r*«wworB aod «tt agloul for ifowwaion I 
QO( Md 10 Vio ofCco noxt woofc tYn n noxl moo* ond «• bO happy 10 work artVi Mark or wot tor yoiF r> ro now 
>oar <> jMS W trio 1/H}w 

ThorM. 

Mlko 


— OigoiBl Ml nigo — 

From: lldiowiafc, Juvant [ii'oiioJuiqria.WchPwiai^cni.floF.gou) 
Sant: Tbtrtdiy, Daoamtar 14. 2006 5:20 PM 
To: KupcrtMrg, M<ha«i 
Cc Gibaroon. Mark 

Subjact: 5ftB.''SMWiah fJm EcaioTy Utxiratary 
Importanca: High 


EM • goaig 10 hava lo do a mam or poor rawao of the aork p f opoaa d to Pa doria by SRSL 0«1 your ofhco do any 
rawtaim of tha work? tf ao who dM <T 

I am looMng for axpwla in acoteg cM work fiM can hafe EMwffi thia and am hccNng Put yow otAca can provida 

I am h an 12/15 bui ou ha weak of 12/15 but ptaaaa tai Mart and ma know ao wo oin lolow \p at aoen m 
poaabia ahar ho holdaja 

I have raqjaslad hor laai annuaf eapart|af and a«pact thal loan 

)iacmc Akkwwh 
EM-30 

paMB-akhavMhiSBmdm ga* 
to 2«a*5«a.4i)4 


1 
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tatos Government 


memorandum 


Department of Energy 


a»N J » a» 

mS EM-20 (202*586«75S) 

•iMct Stvwoib Rjvtr Bcxiiogy IjbonioT) CoopefMivt Aff«*nen1 

lcffre> M Alim, Mmf fO. S«vinnah fUver Openbooi Office 


Tbe Office of Eitfiacchng end TechDology (EM-20) wtO work wiili the Smvaaneh River 
OpcretkOM Office (SR) to provMk oveni|h( of Ibc coepmtivc egreement for the Sevenoeh 
River Ecology Laboniocy (SREL) which wu figaed by SR on I>eceinber 1. 2006. and by Ibe 
Unavcntiy of Ocorgie (l)OA) os Deccraber 8. 2006 As yoa art awtrt. the agiteaieot 
fuaraeueea SIM i&fuppon ftm IbeOcfurtment and SlMcoetiharinf from UGA. SR£t, 
however, haa pfop ow d 35 aaenufic tas^ macy of which arc a couimtatMo of work dui wat 
eupporud to tbe pnor apeemeot EM-20 and SR need to )oifil]y deterroiae the path forward 
foe auppocting any additional work at SREL la fiacal year 2007 beyocsd tbe mfraatrocture and 
other work that la si^iparted by UGA 

SR will be reapooaiblc for the day-«o-day ovcrugbi of the SREL agreeenou How'ever, for the 
35 reaearch ta^ that SREL baa propoeed, EM-20 wtU ccndBCt a peer review for acientilic 
merit of the propoeod taaka. SR will then be aikcd to coodoef a ’'rdcvaoc/' review to 
determine if the propoied tiska meet ute noeda and tf the work can be deported within the 
Savannah River Site'a (5R5) projeoaTBSa. 

EM-20 and SR need to work together lo determine the beat path forward to tiaonlion the 
luppon for inhactniciiirc, maiolenance of the key datahaaea, efo., into a pvtnoihip between 
SRKL and SREL that wUl encourage a aynerg) berwee n the Uborilonee without duplicanng 
effort! and that wtU meet SRS'i Eitsre noedf for ecological reaearch and regulatory 
rcquirementi 

EM-20 and SR need lo work together m the cooung rnontlM to ertabluh clear rolea and 
reapoosibihties for the oveni^ of SREL and a pro ceaa lo determine the beat way to forge the 
partnerahrp betwen SREL and SRNL Please aangn a point-of'-eontaci ai SR for SREL 
oventghi and notify my office who we dxmld be workiajt with oo ihoe tuuea related lo 
SREL 
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If you hive my questions or concents, pleme fed free to conimt me at (202) 586-0755. I have 
ungned Ms lustioe Alcbowiak from my ofrice to lead the peer review ciTort and to be the 
poiol-cf-cootact from my offi ce on this aipecmcnt She cm be reached at (202) 586-4629 

Mat A. Gilbotion 
DqnAy Asniunl SeeMJO' for 
Enginetrutg & Technology 
OiGcc of EnvironmentaJ Managanenl 

cc: 

Charles Andereon. EM-2 
Dr. Inis Triiy, EM-3 
Bill Spader. SR 
Justin Fleshman, EM-1 
Wtlliani Levilan, EM-1 
Justine Akhowiak. EM-20 
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Stfi- ,'-*4u.t- 


BadtsLsLLuuii 

■0? J.M-3»ra»tt 

•=T.r SKtiToari. 


c 


‘ai 


• iHtk AMCT kairwitica "mlMaon cfitk»r int 


CM>30 10 SK MaMt«r wonaniMlMii itMiat isital l» conduct 
■ pnr mrk« for ockMifk »rm oT SRCL mrarch. SR ««bM Ibra 
roadoct a "rtk^aacY" rw*trm »ad drtcnaiar tf the ororl roaW be 
Mpportad aMhIa SRS rt^ SM aad E-M-SO »4U aba a 
l«na«r»lM|i bHwtca SRfU. aa4 SRNL, 

'f*****^ »p» DOMiCiARf «»a|i»riti»tatf»«aaai fa# 

SR£t. 


0«'2b>0b SRtt rac«*»oa a racoad aa coot r»Ua»ioa for Ibo SRIL cuoporaiHt 
acrannoM aaiU Drc««bc« 36, 2006. 

04^V«( ^RCtnMtaf»l»aaaKoU««lra>k»aforibtSllf:i. caoperaiHt 
acrMatai oaOl baptnabtr 30, 2006. 

Tb« t’ahmlty 0^ Georgia Rcacairb fcaadailoB Mgao fbair ^riifmal 
for Ibe draft fottow-oa c oaytrartrt agreonrat aad tabiiito if la 
OOE-SR OCftL 

L««"fr««SRiOCM)lalbtL'CAlUf twcatKeMeafraaiiWai 
I GAftF ra^aoito af pbcalioa far iba foilaa<«a agracoMat al FI 2006 
faadteg WatL 

rf-6l*#5 U«tf froM SR Maaagrr lafarm iht SRIL Ibrodor of DOE ialtar 
to load SREL at $4J mOIkia ia H 2006 aad aitialr a raaraal oflbr 
rooperatht ogrtra w aL 


06*20^ rbf AagBMo Cbraakk rafiort* tbai DOE agrted to protidt 

S4J00JMM aa fuad* ta kcap SRCL operaliag ibraogb Jaar 2006. 
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JnitBd States Gov< l"! ' Prr-'' ■' o-ii o' Er.« cav .poEt 

memorandum Savannah RIvar Operatlona Office (SR) 

rr? 2 3 2007 


ATTMOK BQMO(DcsottP RyiA.(80}>yS:*7t24> 

uiaact SavBim«h River Ecolofy Labonua^ (SRBL) Cooperative Apccami (Your memo, 1/2MI7) 

*a Marie A Ctfberocn, Deputy Autsued Secreury for Eo£ifieeni>x aad TcchnoJogy MaiMiemeitt 
(EM-30). HO 

In resptNue to the «ab^ mc m oridum. SR overv|hi re^ioruilbtlttjea for the SREL coopenuve 
agreement arc wtthiB the Ofike of (be Autataat Manager for CIoMirc Rrp)ecL Derwia Ryaa will serve 
M the SR poent-of-coMact for SREL oversigta. 

We kxA forward lo meeiifig with you and working logetfacr to i mp fe i nr u i the be« path forward for SREL 
If you have any tfuestkios. please caD me or have your stafT cootact Mr. Ryan at (h03) 9S2-7g24. 

Jeffrey M Alluoa 

EQMD:DPR:al Manager 

OESH-07-0075 

cc: lues Triay (£M'3L HQ 

Percy Foustam (EM*3.2), HQ 
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D*nAli RysfWDOliSfi 
02/32/7007 0<^ 


To WNI»oiOO&5r«C^ H OummtO(XJUt^y%. 

thoTTM Tfoooi«Oe/9n«6A 

cc YwoM CoOuc^OC/tfo^Sn. ArtNirb Ooma/ P OE/S»»^S«i 
boc 


S«it«Kl fir SaELFY20g7nMOWt» Mlf 


W»d« Men. ^ Tom. 

m 

Wonto0«MOw.ii«p(evo0R!MruOyn«jitFrt0ay[>2*0r) n ncodt more tfelatt on Iht ro•Mrc^ «m 0 
<SRCi wC ^ovide *«o). 0 epoefle PeS. • Mir tfo Mo crtUcal m/oA scop*. »n£ some mflesloiws ttwt oro 
r«Meo 10 miooien ftCoompMimom 

I hM otk«) SAEL to^al copM nt me 2006 £M Progrwn Pio^ EjcooiOoa Ploft to oet thorn ttmm 
oe94»miod Mth tw you/ PBS wcrti KOpM. HepoMly »• cm 9 «t tooothof wttti SREL vory oorty neH 
wooK 10 Oovotop tho tnfonnotioa 

PtooMlotmolMMv(2*7B24)<fymiti*ve«nyQtiei»ontorf»oodonylMnoo<o«f>ommo. V you hovo oerae 
tfoyo am} bmoa mat wouM tuotk Ooaar lor you pOa aa tot mo know 


— FvwwOoeOyOarwMRywVtXl&SrB on 02/227007 04:06 PU — 

Viooa Ceiax*T>OE«» 

02/31/2007 0540 Py Donnn Ryan/DOe/S«©*n 

ee 4^ourt0oui0TOt/Sr»OSn 
Suliad Aa BREL FV 3007 lyaaorcn Uaar«Q 


Pm our m oflir>o$ yeatartay mm HO and talar widP 8ICL. plaaM levtaa tw acacFitd maOtK to to mora 
ap adftc ThaSOWHamoihouidtotodioraiayeacrMIrtoodf lorOO£>SA$. Tharctera. aac^ tom 
aheuto Ktoo a eenhocliort to a PBS. Am a spacMc product (I a., report, oae.). and a da>»a r abia dale 
Tito wtt requtfa daact ona-on-pne ddeueoena totoaa n SRCl and the FPO which you ahotod lactolaia 
Ptaaat hoto a revtaad maaru ready by 3/3 

Thanka, 

Ytolia 

Danaia Ryw^lOC/Sfa 

O tnrto Pyaf*O01/8to 
02/160007 01 at PW 



To V«awCotB<o/DOC/Sr»^rS<« 

CC AiTwtoOcutoCO&SraCSra Elew 
&«fTtoDO£«nOSri 
SJbfMl Sftfl FY 2007 PaaaireMtorH 


Par your laQucal pkeir fmd the asached BREL raaaarch rrtoihx 
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pron\ 5^5 0%'^ 

-MISSION CRITICAL” 


I uD nx awvc oT i coiucmia dcfimtam of -inawm cnticaL- 

• If rt mean* tliat eocS rtacarch cfTon most uqiport a i|jci:iric ahocl'lcm resulat 4 N>- 
fet)i«f«incnl for a ipociric projaa, few Slt£L pn^ecu pau diu leaa. I have ukaitirRsd 
only ihe tia AMCP proyoOi tKal ware dnaetly fiiadeiJ (from WSRC dc-oMigatiooi) dial 
moel Ihii leal (ix. 1.4, 1.S.1.6. 1.7, 1.t,aiid7.21 

• If it meani Itiai die itwanli and pomiHc denelopmau of Me icnliiiel apeciea for melal 
and radionuclide contamiaalwa in, indeed, mitiiao critocal dicn many more of the 
propened laika would meet Ihe lea. 

• Broader aiU, if a were deented nuaiioo criiical to provide DOE and die public an 
indepefidcnl evalualioa of die enviraniiicntal mpacla of cut opcritioiu, all of Ibe SREL 
ItAi would meel the tea. 


DPR 

03-1WI7 
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Glit)»«1«OII. IlMfc 


From: 

8 ont- 

To, 

Ce: 

Sub^tct 


Stow . 

t- tMrod • Mtrljc ol cm prcposoS tosM wicft Noxii OilMnsoa ond M didn c c^iAk tMC 
choy *r« ollgeod wiCA cm erltieol «liiloa ond abort taro taoglAla dalloarablaa Durlog my 
laat c odwaraat loo wltli Mark ba indseatotf that MO would ooc be coodoctlog cba *ofticlal* 
paar raviaw. 

Ot ara lo tba procaaa of valldatiod tba MICO for cba aubjact propoaa d work, 
t apoka to Cbarlla yaatarday ra«ardlB»B tba aubsact and poaalbla optieoa for CUl. wbleb t 
would ba find to abara wtUi you and Mark whan X'o i« DC tooorrow. 3 bava tba Stt 
eooiaalQo at SiOO FM but awailabla any otbar tloa. Flaaaa lac oa know wbat werka for you. 
Yvatta 


Y<Bl*riiMai»psisooa 
Waffwaday. ktarcb 3t. 2007 4:&3 Mf 
CciOupt. dltworw Gttartaon, Mark 
Sp^. WKam AJibon. Jafbay (SKS) 

R» 


Froos Jaffray Alllaoo 
Mots 03/31/3007 04i33 PN tSfT 
7o< Yvatta Cellaao 
Cci MUliad (Mllll Cpodar 

Flaaaa raapood to ttawa. Tbank yea. 

Forwardad by Jaffray jailaon/DOI/fra cm 01/31/3007 04:11 PM 

■Cuavaa. Stavaa* 

« St arao ■ CuavaaOaa 

.doa.pov* 

01/30/3007 01i31 
FW 


To 

•Xlllaoe. Jaffray (SIS)* 

•Jatfray alllaoodara.pov* 

ee 

'Bartlett. Dirk* 

« 9 irk-Bartlattibq doa sov* 

Sub} act 


Jaff 

Maa tksi> aubaitead aad prepoaala for pear ravitw and if ao. wbara ara tbay la tba precast’ 
Tbaoka . 


SJC 
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i#rson. Charles E 


n 


fr^' 

$«nt- 

To: 

Svbftct 


SigaL J« 

W e d neeJa i f Marcn 2a, 2007 0 u PM 

Mdtrser C^wMs f 

SREL 


mwt ii «!»» KmaMr - tn»r« ll im My fl .m m'm to onytf.io* cMtikOo of th« 

MiM»b«r MNat r.«pptn*<f la Oetoeaft 


Call M if you naae to. 



<5/ <r S^C. 


t 
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jJjJwffaik, JmBfw 

('rom: aamon Vl»i» 

S*M: Wt«lMd(y. Aprt M. 3007 2:39 PM 

To: Mchowok. Juarm. AnOmoo. Charm E. VHtmtOf. Sanaq. Hoaahook. Danna. Cwavw 

Sitvan: Spadar. WMam <SRSI 

Subfaci: Ra SR£L -anfonnaten from arid from Ct to rasoond to Banow taoar and newi whom 


Sad aiiotbai ea}l xtth Dt. Laa - Ha had talkad aith Paul ana tha Proaaat . Iha unlaaratty 
iookinfl at 3 e^locta elotln^ do «0 tM lab abd a Mjor raaeopln^ of tboir auMort for 
o«r progras - X soltf for «o to .gontlnuo. aoy atfbitionol auppcct for too lab xt nraaafl to bo 
a oaa cbango fro* whoxo wo aro at now and noo<fbd to bo dona ouiohly • 2n tbo noat aentb - 
work noofSod to bo tlod to tbo pro>octo and noadod to bo by tba driAb - not Jtiot a 3 
alUloo luap aua payMot to tlM lab to do good oocka bo aahod «bo mid rortoo tbo acopo 
this doclatob would bo nado at tbo blgboot looolj aod that 11, Bill and Vvotto 
would bo involvod and wt would bo fcoopiAg Charllo tnfonod. 
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To <VVOOO C cO«oC*>*» 

CO Xifi 8tn))on* <Sln)tan0wv( odo* 
DOC 

5 u<o»a At n* o budget ouMOon 


Yvottt* 

1 vwdertttAO thot you oill bo uAOblo to otot oltA mm xomotfom^ Noxk 
Qllbortton ipoko wilt Dovid l<oo, V^>Mt«treh «t OCA yooiordoy. Whiio «#• bovo 
no opoeifico tho Moaago wot not good. 1 btvo tttochod on u^ 2 oct atotoaont lo 
yoo azo auaro of tho iaauoa fociog 90C Ih tho ovont that SACL will havo 
inauffieiont funding to oporato. 

Aiao« Mazli atatod that thoy had boon trying fot yoara to got SACL*a work 
rofocuaod on ahort tors projocta focuaod oo tho hlghoat pjriotitioa in Qt. Thia 
ia ockl. ainco tho only g^daneo that I havo ovor roeolvod froo OOC*JIO waa in a 
masorandun datod Juno 2T» 2005 froo Da-2 (Charioa C. Andoraonl to tho SAS 
laanagor tJoffroy H. Alllaoc) atoting "SREl la iaportant to tha Cnvironoontal 
KanagoaMnt iDfY Prograa and otbor Dapartnont of Enargy (OOCl progran officoa. 
Roaoazch projadta will bo eohduetod to addroaa OOC nooda aa rolatod to 
dlaamjp» atowardahip* SPS ond atata, and potontial now SKS atiaaiena*. Tho oo*o 
wont Oh to atato *'ln addition* soc<-SAS ia roguoatod to propora a now 
cooporativo agroonont that bogina July, 200i to aatabliah a franowozk for 
futuro SXEX actlvitloa*. 

Wo atartod work on tha daflning tho work aeepo for tho CA boginsing la 
Auguat of 2005 baaod on thia guidanoo and Otvalcpod, what 2 ana thoao In Karan 
Hookar'a organiaation folt waa a vary balaacod portfolio boaod on tho four 
aroaa liatod (cloanup, atowardinip, SKS ond atato, and potontial now SM 
miaaiona) in tho »oabo. Oar CA eooploto with t«ork acopo waa lobnittod to DOE in 
Fobruary of 2006 and w« navor rocoivod foodback or dixoctlon to focua on 
ahort-tozn projocta \intll vary rocontly. Mr. Alliaoh ond Hr. Spodor havo 
vorbolly nont&onod to no. Or. Loo, and ambora of tho ganoral public that tho 
work SK£L dooa on tho SKS la vary iag>ortaat to tha l>opartiaont*t niaaiona. 

Mhila wa ara noving to aeccaaodata tha now ehorgo, it ia diaingonooua avon 
untruo to atato that thtro boa boon afforta for 2 or noro yoara to got SKCl to 
chongt thoir raaoorch focua* 

Paul 


Foul M. Bortsch 

Goorgia Powar Prcfoaaor of CnvironMntal CTtomatry 

Oopartnant of Crop and Soil Seioncoa and Oiroctor 

Savannah Klvor Ecology laboratory 

Tha Onivaraity of Coorgla 

P.O. Orawtr t 

Aikon, SC 25802 

TCL: |t02)725-U27« PAX!C803)725-3309 
bo « t a chi a r a 1 . odu 

For cooriar aorvicoi 
Savannah Kivor Ecology Laboratory 
Savannah Kivor Sito, Bldg 737*A 
Aikon. SC 25801 
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TItomM ‘Tr«fi«rfOOCJSrt 
D«^t/9007 10;SI AM 


T« DAfWM (tyMkOOL'SfAOSn 

cc T«nMSpuml)OC>«Y^So.Tkfrf VMigm/DOtrSnCSt* 
Tanyf»«*/DO&Sr»«Sra 

MX 

SwbfMi Aa fv 90m laua Ibf fiMVX aAict^ tfC i 


Dcnnu - u < |^’***^ ttui mormng I hivt rmcwcd the SREL machment and diwartwri H 
bncfi> with Terry Hoc b my AMcssmcni 


General consnenu 

• The »copc dcKhpiioni. ichedulr, and rclati>e coei arc not deKnpthe eoouj^ to nppon 
putting on the ~Criti^ need* ibi” a ihb lime 

- TIk phraae’^crMcrf Mad** fidtbMtMlc(|uascl> defined tAlak afl ibcK pfc>jecu are 
geared toward N^DP acbviuea - labehag thiem aa *‘cntical needs" may not be suitable 

- The source of trading for these new tasks was first assumed by me lo be potemiaBy 
derived from the ftjikds obligated « the beginnmg of the year As I understand things now 
they would require money to be deobfegated from WSRC. TboK taslts within PBS 014C wdi 
have liffifted opfKirtunity (if any) to have fimds deobligated due to cvireoi activities and 
fimding needs of the program Those ia PBS 013 may be possible Iwt wiD require firrlher 
coordxnarion with WSRC as this substitutes a task originally slated Bom SRNL 

• Ttmeftame to oompleie these tasks need to be confinned vmh WSRC that they meet their 
need dates Smcral of these arc hsted as niuhi*>ear tasks and most likdy wiD need to be 
quicker turnaround 

Specific Coaunema 

Task I 10 Neptunium • Thb was a task derived from our general discussioo session held last 
month focused oe poicmial FY08 projects not F^'07 (PBS'014C) 

Task 2.5 H-Area Waste Streams Thb was a task derbod from our general discutsion 
tesnon held last month focused oo potential F^'Ot projects not FY07 (?BS^14C) 

Task 7.3 Bamboo for Waste Caps - thb was one of four tasks that WSRC had requested 
SRNL 10 b^in thb year but b unable to Stan at thb lime (PBS-0t3) 

Task » 3 Concrete testing - This ivas pan of a tadc that WSRC identified as a potemial R'OS 
task They abo had inchadod vegetation cover studbs u pan of thb (PBS>014C) 


Tom Tregar 

SR Watte Pepoaoon Programs Dnmion 

a03>20&-7S2fi 

DenrSs Ryan/DO&SfS 
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1 

P»|el« 


Gilbortsofi, Mark 

From: YVoM CdihtoC*'* Oov 
Sant: Usntfoy. Apr! 23. K07 5 14 PW 

To: SofIKfV. Pool 

S iibj aa t : Ra Fwo d09t*9 mlormaion 


PmA, 


Aa «« tftacuoaao Oume oi# moatm «o wAM nlomw^ you 
SRSL Tha Oocaton rogarding Sn&'s ahiMOon it SRCL'i 
aoiAd oofk to ttatpon an ordoriy aKAdoam 


Mar or eur fir«i daemon faoardr^ rvp7 OOC EM fcr 

— not OOen daonarv if SREl daddaa to tou! down. DOC 


ftaaii Cti t you ha>o any quoatont 


TKanka. 


v^atta T. CoAofo 

AaMmnt Mana^ fbr Ctoatfo Pre^ 

US Oapi of Coargy. Sovannah Rrvar Oparaaom OfKoa 

».a Boa A. Akan. SC 2SBQ2 

fW) lOVOtt-MM <C] eOS^*«763 

F) MS- 725-7243 •3Q2W (F)80M62-77lD 

mm*, yvada coAMopafa oo» 


Moamer taai AM 






r aaef«r«Ml|f. t ■ 


t «M lAifl aiM AIM hi 

I r w hM 4 (m aiai ■ptwyhii 


«aa«M*Atm m t i 


'Ml a amM* 

rrhlih— •# OMiMry 

■f MIHMI 9t Oip Mt tMl hit tUMlM 

tiMi Mhl«ar i^tetwurj 

%• miVMMty *1 BMiyii 
tvMhi ■ 

•iMh. ac tmai 

Mir, nu <»•**) »»»'•>•• 

•rmtaiiit a* 


«t Mum 



ihM. ae 



w aiM. uaa r«i^ 


X 
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Ftgtl 

To; i»»ns«n, MorV 
Cc SpoSer, WMam (585) 

Si*}^ fvr. S«B. niomo u MK Alsoi^ (M 4/M - Prj copy 


y<» tfourfwr. l«Mb»sMlo«otiicorlMr>b«twndMlnWMninotaa Just M n« know how you wouhs Ih# io 

proossd Thank you rvw «««■■•» 


0»rMmmr ttm u COt Mu motmwrorj^Mt — 


««9«oao7 at sr pw 


n^ifinn iQi i.aoi^aMw^cc^oa 


* ■Oil lioinrota^n 


h» affAMMittJsrAaM^^MOa 


•n *«•£«•« oownnn Home »>«•• or. eming»om« Of! Ihoiue^ PioM.oonoe(»oi«wt. 


/vmx Cotaio 

>MWM Uanoew lor Clow. Pn^ 

J3 Oopi d Endgy. Sowoonoh Riw OOMtont OAot 
>.0 Boo A. A»on. SC 2am 
W) SOS-PSI-PSPS (C)sa)-M7.|7«9 
P)a(U-72S-7MSPZa3«e (TjaOMU.TTIO 
oral: yvwa ootanOvi gov 


r.aMr «c 


M44«.roux*« 
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cmiMtson, Maifi 


Proan; 

BoftMLOvt 

Sant 

Monday. Aprt 30. 2007 4.00 PM 

To. 

G«Mon. Mark. Sndoraon, DMa C 

Co 

Aic^sonaok, Juaira 

S4Jbi9Ct 

SftEL 

Thanka 



rvM* aiIto«rtM«. Itork 

•cat* N9Q4ay. Itpril )P. 3007 4i03 PM 
To* 0ortl*tt, Tirk; Aadorooci. Ckario* I 
ee* AlelMvlok. JuotlM 
liibjocti *mt BUO. 

My vlo*r It thot « Oom «ou 14 bo Oocm by ttiML. •om by SM coatroctori. oom by etbor 
uiUwcsitioo . If tbo ocefio lo lor^K oooufb tboa it «eu34 hm conpocitivoly procoro4 • Too 
CM boy « iot of oeoSogtcoi «erk for l.l mIIIIm. 

••••• OrlflBOl MOSOlfO ••••• 
froMi Sortlott. Dirk 

Toi Qilbortoco. norki A»doroea, Qiorloo I 
Scots Hm Apr SO SOsBOsOS 3007 
Subject t SkXL 

Mbero vouSd w« conduct tbo OBvlrcoMOtal oork if SBSL abut de«at 
Dirk 
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Pltelof 


GBb*rl*on. Mark 

From: CuMk Sl»««n 

Swic 'nninaty.M«y10.20074l}PM 

Te; im»-i((ii«i®ii»goV‘.C«it.*oeer. 

Cc rabwxaoan^ta Bo». juH j ya x a n Q i n goir AIpob. J«nt»r (SRSt. Sp»a». WJtam (SRS) 
SubiKI: RE PuBk mFortnaaon Raquwt on SREl. 

3o»«n»v.*ucn»0l>euii«o» l■!«lni•.«•h•d«on•a^«nonlorln•7 
iK 


'rom: turm^jaua^JtCK Imi«l05i«»»f .gnmi*«.9O*l 

Soot: TNmdiy. Mo» Ilk 2007 3:05 FM 

ro: can, BaMn; Cuam. Sttvon; SRwncn. Mii» 

:ci itbea».o«R»»i».»w; Jubo.pettn0nC0n.90r; Abun. JeRiey (SRSX: SpbOtr. Wttem (SSS) 
tubjoct: FutCc litfonnoUan Reoueu onSREl 


•nOb Coo, • gfbOuoM Mudoni m UGArSREl. nao ooboo lo> a copy <0 no oMne or pnxaihjia DOE uMO U ovaiuaM mo SREL 

jropOMtf 


l«f«M R. (SkjM 

>ueic Aftm OfRotr 

>DE«A OAm or Cxttmat Aftetrt 
m (ao3)M2-r66« 

4; (803) S0»«718 

• (8O9)063-OS23 

» (803)72S'7243 tllSSO 
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Departmant of Energy 


The Hononble Joha Bvrow 
Hoiue of Repreftcnutivea 
Wafthifigum. D C. 2051 S 


Dear Coniretsfnan ELarrow. 

I have been aiked to respond lo your teller ot Mardi 29. 2007 to Seootary fiodmao 
regarding funding for the Savannah River Ecology Uaboruory (SR£L). 

The relalioftthip vhth the SREL and Savannah River Site (SRS) wai eaiabhahed m 1951 
to provide basic and ^iplied ecological research lo the sue. In 2005. the Depanmem. the 
Uaivertity of Georgia and SREL leadership met lo diicusa • path forward where both 
parties a^eed that SREL would actively retpccid to aohcitalions from other federal 
agencies and outude sources. DOE agreed to fkmd saeatific work ai the laborttory to 
wppon the Savannah River Sue mission for $5 imllioe in FY06 and S I million in FY07 
with the option to fund additional mentonous wort oo a task by task basis. As part of the 
agreement, the Laborvory leadership aiaurod DOE that the SREL would become self 
suttaiMnc 

In November. 200&. SREL and SRS signed a new cooperative agreement that funher 
sbpulaied that SREL would be funded at $1 imllioa in PYO? and on a task by task basu 
Ml the fmure. tn order for the tasks to be approved they must be subimlied to DOE for 
scientific peer review to cneurt that the tasks foitha the Depar.mcfifs misskm This 
process is sinular to the way ocher proposals for work sre reviewed across the 
Oeparunem. 

To date we have received very few propoials from SREL that would directly funlKr the 
DOE or SRS mission. We hsvr slso seen very lauk cvideiicc that the laboratory 
leadership has atiempiod 10 obtain fucMlmg from other sources beyond wKal they already 
have. 

I believe that the laboratory can provide meaniagful research to SRS. However, any 
future fucNling for SREL tnwst take place pursuant to the November 2006 agreement 
Also, any proposed work SREL would like lo undertake must further the mtsaion of the 
Deportment and they muti provide gruacr information that enables the DOE lo be a good 
steward of tas payer dollari 



© 



447 


Should you have any qtieslioiu please feel free to coll me at 202-S86-7709 or Mr. Dirk 
Bartlett. Deputy Assistant Secretary, in the Office of Congressional and 
Intergovemmenial Affairs at 202-586-5450. 


Sincerely. 


A. Rispofi 

Assistant Secretary for 
Environmental Management 
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Department of Energy 

DC 20M6 


June 5. 3007 


Tbc Hooonblc Bnul Milkr 

Choxmua. Subcommittee on InvesbgBiiom «od Ovotigfa] 

Committee on Science end Technotogy 
U.S Hoittc of Repmenuttvet 
Wuhingun, D C 20515 

Deer Mr Orntraun 

Your letter of May 29, 2007 requested the coatmMd support for the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory (SREL ot Laboratory). As stated tn Assistant Secretary James A. 
Riipoli 'i letter dai^ May 25. 2007. the Dcpartmeoi conimuea to suppoci tlx SREL 
thrwfh the oe«'cooperittveagreemetit which was signed to Decant^ 2006 The 
Department has provided approximately S2 2 rmOioD for mfrastructure aad rtsearcb to be 
conducted en a tatk*by*task besii To provide fundi on a mooth-by-mootb basts instead 
of a task-by^taak basis would oot be to keeping with the terms of tbe cooperative 
agreement nor would it be protecove of the taxpayer's dollars since the Department has 
not been told by SREL of what specific work it «wU provide that fwibers DOE missions 
m return for additional funding. 

Either I or Mr. Rispoli will be available to testify before your Coromittee in June 2007. 

Mr Ehik Banleo, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Coc^rcssioful and Intergoemmeatal 
Affairs, will work with your staff on dx berag 

For the record, 1 would like to lay out the events that have led to the Office of 
Envuoomental Management's (^) decision oo funding at SREL b 2005. tbe Office of 
Scicoee (SC) hod to make tough choices for the fiscal year 2006 budget As a tesulu SC 
concluded that tbe work being performed at the SREL did not nae high enough on its 
pnonty lip to justify continued funding After recetvmg tellers from both the South 
Carolina and Georgia delegasioru requesting restoniMO of fundmg for SREL, the 
Secretary of Energy sent a letter stating ahbough SREL performs quality seicnufic 
research, SC oould not justify SREL funding m a tight budget aimoiphcre 

b May 2005. Ms Jilt Stgal, former Asustint Sccretvy for Congressional and 
Intergovemroental Affairs, and I belied to negotiate an agreement among tbc 
Departmem, SREL, tbc Umveruty of Georgia (UCA), and men^icrs of tbe South 
Carolina and Georgia delegations under wbefa SREL would be funded m fiscal yean 
2006 and 2007. EM belieired that SREL could perform seme work that would brther the 



449 


mission of Ibe Savannah River Site (SRS). In fiscai year 2006, the Department provided 
approximately SS million from various Program OfTices withm the Dqraitmcnt and an 
additional $1 million in frscal year 2007 for mfrastructure from EM with additional funds 
to be provided on a task-by-taslc basis. As part of the agreement, SREL would become 
self-sustaining m fiscal year 2007 and the delegations would seek to have language 
earmarking additional frinds for SREL removed from the House Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations Repon for fiscal year 2006. Additionally, m the fiscal year 
2006 umeframe, SREL submitted four proposals to SC to three competitive soliatotions, 
however, none of these proposals were funded SC hat not received any proposals in 
fiscal ytar 2007. 

In March 2006, the Savannah River Operanont Office (SR) initiated discussions 
concerning a renewal of the noo-competitive agreement with the University of Georgia 
for the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory. That tame monlh, SR sent Dr. Paul Bertscb, 
the Director of SREL, a letter mdicating SR’s plans to fund SREL at S4 million for fiscal 
year 2007. SR was not in a position to guarantee any fundmg above the $1 million level 
for fiscal year 2007 as the Department did not have a funding mechanism in place for 
SREL in fiscal year 2(X)7 and bad not received the fiscal year 2007 appropriations. 
Further, SR project managers had not been consulted to detemunc work that was needed 
to support the ^ mission for fiscal year 2007, In December 2006, SR and UCA signed 
the new cooperative agreement which guaranteed $1 million in fiscal year 2007 to 
support infrastructure and additional funding to be provided on a task-by-task basis as 
determined by merit, EM programmatic need, and funding availability, SREL identified 
27 research tasks. These were evaluated by SR site personnel and only six tasks were 
detenmned to meet a critical DOE project need. SREL was then notified that EM 
funding for fiscal year 2007 would be capped at SI, 805,000, which included the agreed 
upon $ I million for Infrastiucture. The Nafronal Nuclear Security Administration 
(NNSA) at SR provided an additional $435,000 m fiscal year 2007 Last fall. NNSA 
requested that SREL submit proposals for work to support the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel 
Fabneauon Project, but SREL mdependently made the decision not to pursue the work 
and did not submit any proposals to N’NSA. A few weeks ago, NNSA again miliaied 
discussions wnb SREL and requested proposals to suppon this effort and has finally 
received proposals this week. These proposals are undergoing review m NNSA. 

Although SREL is located on the Savannah River Site, the Department does not manage 
this Laboratory. The University of Georgia (UGA) manages this Laboratory and the 
Department expected the University to take a leadetship role m setting the course for this 
Laboratory for the future. The Department is a customer of the Laboratory just like other 
governmental entities such as the U.S. Department of the Interior, US. Environmenul 
Protection Agency, National Science Foundation, and the U.S. D^artment of Commerce 
I am very disappointed that the SREL and UGA leadership has not been able to make the 
Laboratory self-sustaining as they had assured the Department m May 2005. 

At this time, the Deparunem is conhnuing to work with the University of Georgia on this 
issue. In fact, the Department met with representatives from the University of Georgia on 
May 29, 2007 to discuss potential paths forward. 1 was disappointed that given the 
"funding crisis" al SREL, UGA did not come to the meeting with concrete plans on bow 
it will move forward to refocus SREL so that it can be self-sustaining. During a phone 
call with Secreury Bodman on June 1 , 2007, UGA Piesident Michael F Adams 
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comminod lo providing the Depanment wnh a plan for the future of the laboratory in two 
weeks tune. The Ocpartment will continue to honor its commitment as laid out in the 
cooperative agieemeni signed m December 2006 

If you have further questions, please contact me or Mr. Dirk Bartlett, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Congressional and Inlergovemmental Affairs, at (202) Sk6-S4S0. 


Sincerely, 


(Tharles E. Anderson 


Principal Deputy Secretary 
For Environmental Management 



The Secretary of Energy 

Witnlnglon, OC 20saS 

June 6, 2007 


The Honorable ljnd»e>' Graham 
Untied SiKcs Senate 
WatbiniUMi. DC 20510 

Dear Senator Gnham 

I received )our IcRcr on May 22, 2007, cxpreBing concem abooi ibe Depanment 
of Encrgy't funding of the Savannah River Eooh)^ Laboratory 

I agree with the leniimentt expeeased in your letter that the work of Ibe Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory bat peat value - not only to Ibe Deparuncni't 
truuioitt, but ako, as you note, to the local communitica and the region '> 
enwocuncnl. And. like ^lu, I would like to ice that work continue. 

Over tbe yeara, ibe Depanment of Energy hat made funding commilmenu to tbc 
Umvereily and met each one Laboratory mantgtmenl has bad almost two years 
to plan for the pouii at which DOE would no longer be able to provide direct 
siippon, and they have failed to pursue adequate project financing from other 
sourees as they sgrecd to do. 

As you may recall, two years ago. in light of the ti^l budget atmosphere, the 
Department made tough funding dccisioiis. At that time, lepfcseniaiivcs bom the 
Department of Energy, tbe Univeriisy of Georgia and tbe Savannah Rivet Ecology 
Laboratory met nomaoiu limes to discuss the future of Ibe laboratory and the 
Depanmeni’s hiturc funding contributions. During thoie discussions. DOE made 
clear Ihai we would provide limited funds for fiscal years 2006 sitd 2007, but that 
afto that point, DOE would no longer provide diiecl funding for the laboratory. 
Additionally, the laboralofy maiiagcnieni committed that it wviuld pursue project- 
by-project finaocuig from other msQtulioos, as well as DOE, and become self- 
sustaining 

It was our hope tnd cxpecution lhai the agreement matk in 2005 by the 
Department, the University of Gcotgia, and you and your collcaguca in die 
Georgia and South Carolina dcIcgaliOM would pcimit Ibe laboratory to contimie 
to operale and even espand Its honzona. These understanduigs were 
memorialized in a December 2006 agreement by the Dcpartroein of Energy, the 
Univcnily of Georgia and the Icadeship of the Savaniiab River Ecology 
Laboratoiy. 



452 


2 

In your Icner to me. you referenced a lena in early 2006 in which the Savannah 
River Operations Office indicated that they would fund the laboratory ai $4 
million for fiscal year 2007. That office was not in a position to guarantee any 
funding above the SI million level for fiscal year 2007 that was agreed upon by us 
all. Furthermore, the Department did not have a funding mechanism in place to 
provide more than SI million and we had not received the fiscal year 2007 
appropriations. 

1 also want to update you on my conversation last Fnday with the President of the 
University of Georgia. Dr. Michael Adams. We spoke about the Savarmah River 
Ecology Laboratory and had a very positive and constructive discussion. We 
agreed that for the good of the laboratory employees and all involved, a path 
forward for the laboratory must be developed that is consistent with the 
agreements reached in 2005 and 2006. 

Df. Adams committed that he would send to me shortly the University’s plan for 
the future of the laboratory. I look forward to reviewing this plan, and to talking 
with him again in the coming weeks. 

Thank you for your interest in this important matter. If you have any fiinher 
questions or concerns, please contact me or Mr. Eric G. Nicoll. Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Congressional and Inicrgovemmenial Affairs, at (202) 586-5450. 


Sincaely, 



Samuel W. Bodman 
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The Secretary of Energy 

Wt«hlft0lon. DC 20S8S 

June 6. 3007 


The llanor^e Sutby Chambliu 
Uiuicd Sum Senate 
Wa&hinipon. DC 20) 10 

Dear Senator Chamblni 

I received your lettet on May 22. 2007, exprrwmf concern about the Ocpanmenl 
of Eneffy'i fund»nf of the ^vann^ River Ecolofy Laboratory 

1 agree with the aenuments expreased m your letter that the work of the Savannah 
Rivet Ecology Laboratory has great value • not only to the Dqiartmeni'a 
mutsiom. but also, as you note, lo the local conununthei and the rcgion'i 
environment And, like you, I would like to see that work continue. 

Over the years, the Departmem of Energy has made fonding commitmenu to the 
University and met each orte Laboratory managemeci has had almost tao years 
to plan for the point at which DOE would no looger be able to provide direct 
support, and they have failed to ptnue adequate project financing from other 
sources as they agreed to do 

As you may recall, two years ^o. in light of the tight budget atmosphere, the 
Depanment made lough fuivdiog decisions. At that time, representatives from the 
Dcpanmcni of Energy, the University of Georgia arul the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory met numerous tunes to discuss the fbturc of the laboratory and the 
Department's future funding coninbulioAS. Durtng those discussions, DOE made 
clear that we would provide limited funds for fiscal years 2006 and 2007, bus that 
aher that point, DOE would no longer provide direct hinding for the laboratory 
Additionally, the laboratory management commtned that it would pursue project- 
by-proyecl finarKing from other msiituiions. as well as DOE, and become self- 
sustaining. 

It was our hope and expectation that the agrtement made in 200) by the 
Dcpanmcni, the University of Georgia, and you and your coHeagues in the 
Georgia and South Carolina delegations would permit the laboratory to ccnitnue 
10 operate and even expand its honzons These understandings were 
mcftionalLZcd to a December 2006 agreement by the Departmem of Energy, the 
University of Georgia and ibe leadership of the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory 
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In your letter to me. you referenced a letter in early 2006 in which the Savannah 
Kiver Operations Office indicated that they would fund the laboratory at S4 
million for fiscal year 2007 That office was not in a position to guarantee any 
funding above the $1 million level for fiscal year 2007 that was agreed upon by us 
all. Furthermore, the Department did not have a funding mechanism m place to 
provide more than SI million and we had not received the fiscal year 2007 
appropriations. 

I also want to update you on my conversation last Friday with the President of the 
University of Georgia. Dr Michael Adams We spoke about the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory and had a very positive and constructive discussion. We 
agreed that for the good of the laboratory employees and all involved, a path 
forward for the laboratory must be developed that is consistent with the 
agreements reached in 200$ and 2006. 

Dr. Adams committed that he would send to me shortly the University’s plan for 
the future of the laboatory. 1 look forward to reviewing this plan, and to talking 
with him again in the coming weeks. 

Thank you for your interest in this important matter. If you have any further 
questions or concerns, please contact me or Mi. Eric G. Nicoll, Acting Assistant 
Secreury for Congressional and Inlergovemmenial Affairs, at (202) 586-5450. 


Sincerely. 






Samuel W. Bodman 
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Tbo Secretary ol Energy 

WeUilfiftoe, DC 20MS 

Ju»e&.:007 


The Hononbte Jotinn> UakiOB 
Uaited Sutei Scute 
Wuhinpon. DC 30510 

Dev Scutpr balKin 

t received your Iclter cn May 22, 2007, a|Mcauii( cooccin about the Depaninent 
of £iicr{y*i fundoit of the Savanuh River Eooiocy Laboratory 

I acree with die Knimenu cifreuod IS yna leilci that the wort of the Savarmab 
River Eoolofy LaborMory bar irevvahie • not only to the Dcyamncni't 
nuuocia, but also, u you note, lo die local conuraaniliea aid Ibc rcgion'i 
cnviioriinenL And. Iite you, I would like to tee thv wort cootinue. 

Over the yean, tbe Dcpartmcni of Eneryy baa nude fuadiac cornmitnieiilt lo die 
Univenny and met each one. Laboratory manajiemeiit bar had almoel two yean 
to plan toe tbe point uwhkb DOE would no hxito be able to provide direct 
nippoit, and th*y have failed lo pumie adeipiVe projeO finandny from otbv 
•ourenr ar they agreed lo do 

Ai you may recall, two yean ago. in ligbl of the ughi budget atmoapbere, the 
Dcpaitmctt made Mogb liindiiig dectuon At ihu tinie, repreaenialivet from tbe 
Departmeel of Energy, tbe Untvcmiy of Oeorgia and the Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory met numeroua Maci todiicuu die fulareof die Uboraloiy and tbe 
Dcpvuiieea't bitiae funding coatributiocia. Dunrtg ihoae ifitcuaaiona, DOE made 
clev Ihu we would provide limited funds for fiscal yean 2006 vid 2007, but that 
tiler tbv poim, DOE would no longCT ptovide dueei fundieg for Ibc labortiory 
AdMonally, Ibc laboratory management commined that it would puiiue project- 
by-project financing from Mber insbtuliooa, as well v DOE, and become self- 
nutaining 

It was our hope and eapectaiioo thv the agreement made m 200$ by tbe 
Dcpartmeni, tbe Univereity of Georgia, and you and your colleagues in the 
Georgia and South Camima dclegtltons would permit tbe laborvory lo connnuc 
to opeivc and even capond Its boruons. These undersaadmgs were 
mcmorialiied in a Doconber 2006 agteement by Ibc Depaiimeni of Energy, the 
Univenny of Cootgia and the leadership of the Savarmab Riva Ecology 
Laboratory 
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In your letter to ine, you referenced a letter in early 2006 in which the Savannah 
River Operations Of^ce indicated that they would fund the laboratory at S') 
million for fiscal year 2007. That office was not in a position to guarantee any 
funding above the S 1 million level for fiscal year 2007 that was agreed upon by us 
all. Furthermore, the Department did not have a funding mechanism in place to 
provide more than $1 million and we had not received the fiscal year 2007 
appropriations. 

1 also want to update you on my conversation last Friday with the President of the 
University of Georgia, Dr. Michael Adams. We spoke about the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory and had a very positive and constructive discussion We 
agreed that for the good of the laboratory employees and all involved, a path 
forward for the laboratory must be developed that is consistent with the 
agreements reached in 200S and 2006. 

Dr. Adams committed that be would send to me shortly the University's plan for 
the future of the laboratory. I look forward to reviewing this plan, and to talking 
with him again in the coming weeks. 

Thank you for your interest in this iropiorlant matter. If you have any further 
questions or concerns, please contact me or Mr. Eric G. Nicoll, Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs, at (202) S86-S4S0. 


Sincerely, 






Samuel W, Bodman 
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Tha Secretary of Energy 
WMhInyton, DC 20S8S 

June (, 3007 


Tbc Hononble Jim OcMini 
Umteii SiMct Soule 
WuliingiaD. DC 30510 

Dev Seutor DcMinC 

I leceivcd yew letter on May 33, 3007, enpreuing conccre eboui Ibe Depvunera 
of EiKTsy'i fuailini of the ^vvuieb River Ecotofy Leboratoey. 

I agree mth the lemimente enpresied is your Ictta thel ifae work of the Sawmab 
River Ecology Laboratory bat great value - not only to the Depanmeni't 
m i ai otu , but alao, u you note, to Ibe local communittet and Ibe regioo'i 
eeviniriineilL And, like you, I would like to tec that work comtnue. 

Ovv the yeart, Ibe Deponmenl of Energy bat made fimduig conunitmentt to the 
Lhavemty and met each one. Labontory management bat bad almoci two yeart 
to plan for Ibe point u which DOE would no kmger be able lo provide direct 
luppon, and they have foiled lo punve adequate project fiiuncing Inmi other 
louicct at they agreed to do. 

At you may recaU, two yeart ago. in ligbt of the bght budget almoaphere, the 
Depanment made loi^ funding decitiont. At that time, rcpretenuiivet from the 
Department of Energy, the Umveniiy of Georgia and the Savannah Rivv Ecology 

Laboratory met numerous tunes to diiciitt Ibe friiure of Ibe Itboralocy and the 

Department's future frmdxng ooritnbuliotis During those diKutsiont, DOE made 
clev that we would provide liimled fiuidt for fiscal yeart 3006 and 3007, but that 
afret that poioL DOE would no longer provide direct funding for the laboratory. 
Additionally, Ibe labcmory management comnutied that it would pursue ptoject- 
by-prq|ect fuianang from otfav intlilutioni, u well u DOE, and become icif- 
tuttaimng 

It was our hope and expectation that the agreement made in 2005 by tbe 
Department, tbe Ihiiversity of CeorgiA and you and your collcaguca in tbe 
Georgia and South Cvoltna delegations would permit the laborsiory to conUnue 
to operate and even expand iu hoitiont. These imdmtandingt were 
mcmonalired in a December 2006 agreement by Ibe De pa rt i iicnt of Energy, the 
Umversity of Georgia and Ibe leadership of tbe Savannah Rivat Ecology 
Laboratory 
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In your letter to me, you referenced a letter in early 2006 in which the Savannah 
River Operations Office indicated that they would fund the laboratory at S4 
million for fiscal year 2007. That office w’as not m a position to guarantee any 
funding above the SI million level for fiscal year 2007 that was agreed upon by us 
all. Furthermore, the Department did not have a funding mechanism in place to 
provide more than $1 million and we had not received the fiscal year 2007 
appropriations. 

I also want to update you on my conversation last Fnday with the President of the 
University of Georgia, Or Michael Adams. We spoke about the Savannah River 
Ecology Laboratory and had a very positive and constructive discussion. We 
agreed that for the good of the laboratory employees and all involved, a path 
forward for the laboratory must be developed that is consistent with the 
agreements reached in 200S and 2006. 

Dr. Adams committed that be would send to me shortly the University's plan for 
the future of the laboratory. I look forward to reviewing this plan, and to talking 
w'llb him again in the coming weeks. 

Thank you for your interest m this important matter. If you have any further 
questions or concerns, please contact me or Mr. Eric G. NicoU, Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs, at (202) SS6-S4S0. 



Samuel W, Bodman 
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The Secretary of Energy 
Wj»hin9ton. DC 20585 

June U 2007 


The Hoporabic Jimmy Carter 
The Caner Ceolcr 
One Copenhiil 
453 Freedom Parkway 
Atianai.GA 30307 

Dear Mr PresMkot 

Hank ytrtt very much for your May 22. 2007, letter eapreuingconcein about (he 
Depvtment of Encfgy'r (DOE) funding of Che Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory 

I agree mtb the acniimcnu expreued in yoor Icccr that the work of the Savannah 
River Ecology L^orauay haa value • not only to die Depancicnt'i tmaatona, but 

abo. ai you note, to the local cocmmautiet and the region' I enviroomcM. And. 

like you, 1 Hould like to aee that v>ofk cooonse. 

Over the yean, the Department of Eoerg> hai met all lU funding commitments to 
the Univeraity. 

Two yean ago, lo light of the tight budget atmoapbere, the Department mode 
tough funding dceiaiona. At that time, repreacntativea from the Deparanent of 
Energy, the Umvenity of GeorgiB. and the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory 
met itumerona timea to diacuaa the hicure of the laboratory and the Dcpartmcni'a 
hiture htndmg eootribuuona During tboie diattiaaioitt. IX)E made clear that w« 
would provide limited hmda for fiacal yean 2006 and 2007, but after (hat poinL 
DOE would DO longer provide direct funding for the laboratory Addiuonally. the 
laboratory management coenmicted that it would purruc project -by >prqfcct 
financing from other astitationa, aa well aa DOE. and become aelf-austauiing. 

It waa our hope and expectation that the understanding reached m 2005 by the 
Dqianment. the Umvenity of Georgia, and naemben of the Georgia and South 
Carolina dclcgationa would permit the Uboratory to continue to operate and even 
expand ita borizona. Theac andentandmga were memonalixed m a Decemba 
2006 agreement by the Department of Energy, the Umveraity of Georgia, and the 
leadership of the Savannah River Ecology l.aboreSory. 
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Laboratory management has bad almoa two years to plan for the pom! at which 
DOE would no longer be able to provide direct support, and they have failed to 
pursue adequate project financing from other sources, such as the regional 
institutions you mention in your lener, as they agreed to do 

1 want to assure you that I lake this matter very seriously, 1 have been in regular 
contact with members of the Georgia and South Carolina delegauons. And I 
recently had a very positive and constructive discussion with the President of the 
Umveisuy of Georgia, Dr Michael Adams. We agreed that for the good of the 
laboratory employees and all, involved, a path forward for the laboratory must be 
developed that is consistent with the agreements reached in 2005 and 2006. 

Dr. Adams committed that he would send to me the University’s plan for the 
future of the laboratory. 1 recently received his letta in which he details recent 
actions taken by the University. I look forward to reviewing a detailed plan for 
the future and to talking with him again in the coming weeks. 

Thank you very much for your interest in this very important matter. 


Sincerely, 



Samuel W. Bodman 
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DRAFT 

Savannah River Ecologv' l.aboralorv- (SRFI.) Cooperative Agrcenicnl 

Timeline 


05-07-07 DOE-SR Manatcr lo SREL Etircclar Imtt informinf him ihil DOE-EM fumling 
Tot FY 2007 will be copped al $1,805,000 

04-24-07 EM-20 memorandum lo DOE-SR Minajrr recommend* that EM F\' 2007 

funding for SREL be capped at $1,805,000. 

04-19-07 Meeting among DOE-HO. DOE-SR, and SREL personnel to discuss SREL EY 
2007 research mama. 

(M-18-07 E-mail from DOE-SR AM Closure Project <AMCP) staff to DOE-SR AhtCP 
, reports that none of the four separately ulenUflcd SREL sublasks met cnucal 
DOE needs (based on discusswns with DOE-SR AM Waste Dispoaition Project 
lechiucal stafl). 

04-1 8-07 Letter from the DOE-SR to the Director of SREL respondmg letter of March 9, 
2007, from SREL eapressing concctiis about the administiation of the SREL 
cooperause agreement, 

04-17-06 E-mail from DOE-SR Environmcnul Quality Management Division (EQMD) 
staff to DOE-SR AM for Waste Disposilion Projeel (AMWDP) mpiestcd a Ime 
organiaabon review on four additional SREL research subtasks that were 
doelopcd following a meeting among SREL researchers and AMWDP suff. 

<M-ll-07 Letter from the Asnstant Secretary for Env ir on m cnul Management lo 
Congressman John Barrow responding to a March 29, 2007, letter from 
Congressman Barrow to the Secretary of Energy regardmg fundmg for SREL. 

03-30-07 E-mail from DOE-SR EQMD staff (based on discussions with DOE-SR 

AMWDP, AM for Nuclear Matenals Stabiliaation [AMMSP}. and AMCP 
tcchnxal staffs) reports that only ax of the 23 SREL idcnbfi^ research subtasks 
met critical DOE needs. 

03-28-07 E-mail from DOE-SR EQMD staff transmitting revised SREL EY 2007 Research 

Mama to DOE-SR Ime organiaiians (based on discussioos with DOE-SR 
AMWDP, AMNMSP, and ASKT technical staffs). This mamx included a 
column idcntilying whethn or not the tdentified research project met a cntical 
DOE need. 

03-09-07 Letter from the SREL Director lo DOE-SR identifying coiKerns about the 
admimslratioo of the SREL cooperative agreement 

02-204(7 EM-20 conference call with DOE-SR emphasires "cntical DOE need" test for 

SREL work. 
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01- 29'07 bM'20 (o DOE-SR Manapcr mcmomndum staling ihctf micnt toconduct a peer 

review for Sdcnlific nient of SREL research. DOE^SR would then conduct a 
relevancy rev lew (le., mccimg of site needs) and determine if the work could be 
Mippuried within SRS PBSs 

1 1 •}04>6 DOE-SR Manager signs new DOE UGARF cooperative afreement for SREL. 

U*2^*06 IX)E-SR personnel transmil a draf) Vy 2007 SREL scope of work mamx to EM- 
20 . 

1 1*16-06 Personnel from the DOH*SR mccl with SREL Imc organizations to discuss SREL 
task, subtask activities, costs, and drivers 

10*31 -06 Director of SREL and staff meet with DOE-SR line ma na gement to discuss 

SREL FY 2007 research activities 

1 1*27*06 Second SR 72 - Hour Prior Nolificatioa to the OlTicc of Congressional & 
Intergovernmental Affairs. 

10-24*06 DOE-SR transmits SREL Scope of Work for EM to DOE-SR Assistant Managers 
along with the 2006 SREL Annual Technical Progress Report. 

00-2S-06 SREL receives a second no-cost extension for the SREL cooperative agreement 
until December 30. 2006 

09*2S*06 First SR 72 - Hour Prior Notificatioa to the Office of Congressional A 
Intergovcm r TKn U l Affairs. 

04-03-06 SREL requests a no-cost extensMO for the SREL coopeniive agreement until 
September 30, 2006, 

03-3 1 -06 Letter from the DOE-SR Manager to the SREL Director rcaffinmng that SR 
plans to fund S4 million dollars for SREL operations m FY 2007. 

02*23*06 The Univemiy of Georpa Research Foundation ftHjARF) signs their proposal 
for the dfaA follow-on cooperative a g ree m ent and submits it to DC^-SR. 

02- 06-06 Letter from DOE-SR to the UGARF Executive Vice President requests 

application for the follow <00 agreement at FY 2006 funding level. 

07-01 -05 Letter from DOE-SR Manager tnfonfm the SREL Director of DOE mtent to fund 
SREL at $4.3 million in FY 2006 and mibale a renewal of the cooperative 
agreement. 

06-28-05 The Augusta Chronicle reports dial DOE agreed to provide $4,300,000 m funds 
to keep SREL operating through June 2006. 

06-27-05 Memo from EM-2 to DOE-SR Manager. ‘Support for the SREL** 

• FY 2006 funding $3,000,000 fmrn EM, $1,000,000 from SC, $300,000 
from NNSA. EM funds for applied research m environmental 
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chaiaclcnmion, ccolagial ntks and efTccts; and rvmcduUon 
restofalion. 

• DOE-SR u rcqunlcd to prepoxc a new cooperative agreement that bcgina 
July 2006toc«lablishlhe framcnofV for future SREL aelivitiea. 

06-24-05 SREL submits WorVforee Restructurmg Pbn to meet a DOE hose funding level 
of $4.5 million. 

04-22-05 l.clKf from the Secretary to Scnalm Jim DeMint responding to the Senator's 
March 21, 2005, letter concerning DOE funding for SREL 

03-12-05 The Augusta Chromclc rrporls on Secretary Samuel W. Bodman'a first visit to 
SRS. Senator Graham arawunced his conunitmenl to rcstocc fiaidmg for SREL. 

02-10-05 The Augusta ChrooKk reports DOE'S proposed FY 2006 budget eliminates 
funding for SREL. The Office of Science funded SREL m FY 2003 ($6.8 
nuilwn). FY 2004 ($7.6 million), and FY 2005 (17.7 million). SREL had 
requested $7,748,000 for FY 2006. 
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